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SUMMARY 

I 

INTRODUCTION 

1 

On February 2, 1996, the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) issued the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off- 
Site Locations in the State of Nevada (NTS EIS) for 
review by the state of Nevada, Indian tribes, local 
governments, other federal agencies, groups and 
organizations, and the general public. The formal 
comment period lasted 90 days, ending May 3, 
1996. 

As part of the comment process, the DOE held 
public hearings in St. George, Utah, and in 
P.ahrump, Reno, and Las Vegas, Nevada. 
Community Workshops were held in Caliente, 
Tonopah, Boulder City, and North Las Vegas, 
Nevada, in conjunction with the University of 
Nevada Las Vegas to discuss the Draft NTS EIS. 

Volume 3 of the Final NTS EIS contains 3 chapters. 
Chapter 1 summarizes the major issues raised by the 
public. Chapter 2 contains the full text of the public 
comments on the Draft NTS EIS received by the 
DOE; it includes public hearing transcripts, written 
comments, and comments received via a toll-free 
comment “hot line.” Chapter 3 contains the DOE’S 
responses to the public comments and describes 
how the comments were considered in the 
Final NTS EIS. 

.. -. ,. 

I 

I 

METHODOLOGY 

1 

The DOE reviewed all comments on the Draft NTS 
EIS. Many of the comments required that the text 
-of -the-Final NTS EIS be corrected, clarified, or 
otherwise revised. Each comment was reviewed for 
content and relevance to the environmental analyses 
and data contained in the NTS EIS, and addressed 
accordingly. 

I 

I 

t 

Spoken comments at public hearings and workshops 
were recorded by a court reporter and a verbatim 
transcript . was produced (see Public Hearing 
Transcripts and Workshop Notes in Chapter 2 of 
this volume). The written comments and transcripts 
were reviewed and individual comments and 

. .  

questions were identified. Each comment and 
question identified is addressed in Chapter 3 of this 
volume. If a letter or transcript raised the same 
comment or question more than once, it, is 
responded to the first time and subsequent 
comments and questions are cross referenced to this 
first response. The responses also indicate whether 
or not the text of the NTS EIS was corrected or 
revised because of the comment and, if so, which 
section of the NTS EIS contains the revision. 

Many commentors raised similar issues and trying 
to answer each similar comment resulted in 
duplication of responses. In order to facilitate the 
review of the comment response document, 
Chapter 1 includes a discussion of these broader 
issues and a specific comment is referenced to the 
general discussion section of Chapter 1. 

Some comments raised topics that are not pertinent 
to the EIS. In those cases, the DOE answered the 
questions or addressed the concerns; but no change 
to the text was made. Some comments indicated an 
agreement or disagreement with options within a 
specific alternative or certain aspects of an analysis. 
The DOE acknowledged these comments, but these 
comments did not result in changes in the text. 
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CHAPTER 1 
MAJOR ISSUES 

Public comments on the Draft NTS EIS raised 12 
topics of broad interest or concern. These topics, 
categorized as "Major Issues," are addressed in this 
chapter, and include the following: 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

1.9 

Exclusion of the Yucca Mountain Project 

General Anti-Nuclear Sentiment 

American Indian Claims - Ruby Valley 
Treaty 

Use of Lands Withdrawn from the Public 
Domain 

Land Use under Interagency Memoranda of 
Understanding or Agreement 

Transportation of Radioactive Waste 

Role and Authority of the Resource 
Management Plan 

Release of Withdrawn Lands 

Perception Bped Impacts on Prosperity and 
Economic Development 

1.10 Residual Radioactive Contamination - Source 
Term 

1.1 1 Hydrology and Water Resources 

1.12 Radioactive Waste Shipments and Waste 
Types. 

In Chapter 3 of this volume, when one of these 
topics is raised, the commentor and other readers 
are referred to these discussions to provide a 
comprehensive answer to the question raised. 

MAJOR ISSUE DISCUSSION 

1.1 Exclusion of the Yucca Mountain Project 

spent nuclear fuel and high-levelrddioactive 
waste in a deep geologic repository at Yucca 

Concern was expressed over the separation 
of the analysis of DOE actions at Yucca 
Mountain and the NTS, especially waste 
disposal and transportation issues. 
Comments >received strongly urged that 
these impacts be evaluated and included as 
part of the NTS EIS. Yucca Mountain- 
related transportation issues included many 

e issues as those discussed in 

The scope of the NTS EIS is limited to reasonably 
foreseeable operations and activities with the 
potential to occur at, or be associated with, the 
management and use of the NTS over the next 
10 years. During the public scoping process, the 
DOE identified the potential construction, 
operation, and closure of a spent nuclear fuel and 
high-level radioactive waste repository at Yucca 
Mountain as outside the scope of the NTS EIS. 
Should the Yucca Mountain site prove suitable, 
Congress must authorize development of the site, 
and a license must be obtained from the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission prior to the initiation of any 
construction activities. Construction of the 
repository would not begin within the 10-year 
timeframe covered by the NTS EIS. 

The DOE's Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management Program, which includes the Yucca 
Mountain Project, is governed by the provisions of 
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended, 
and is under the purview of the DOE's Office of 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management. The 

1-1 Volume 3 
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Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management's mission is different than that of 
D O E N .  Both organizations coordinate ongoing 
activities through a Memorandum of Agreement. 
The overall intent of the agreement is to foster 
coordination and communication between the two 
organizations in order to avoid conflicts in the 
performance of their respective missions. 

Yucca Mountain is a geological feature adjacent to 
the western boundary of the NTS. The Office of 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management is 
currently engaged in the extensive characterization 
of Yucca Mountain and the surrounding area. The 
evaluation of the data and information gathered 
during this characterization process will be used to 
determine if Yucca Mountain is a suitable location 
for a permanent repository for spent nuclear fuel 
and high-level radioactive waste. Under Section 
113 of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, site 
characterization activities are designated as 
"preliminary activities" and are specifically 
excluded from the requirement of the National 
Environmental Policy Act to prepare an EIS for 
major federal actions. However, the NTS EIS takes 
Yucca Mountain site characterization activities into 
account as part of the description of the existing 
NTS environment in Chapter 4, as well as in the 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 6. 

The Council on Environmental Quality's National 
Environmental Policy Act regulations, 40 CFR 
1501.7(a)(5), require the DOE, as a lead agency, to 
indicate any public EISs that will be prepared and 
that are related to, but are not part of, the scope of 
the impact statement under consideration. The 
Offke of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
will prepare an EIS to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts from the construction, 
operation, and eventual closure of a repository at 
Yucca Mountain for the geologic disposal of 
commercial and DOE-owned spent nuclear fuel 
and . high-level radioactive waste 
(60 FR 40164, August 7,1995). The repository EIS 
will consider relevant information and analyses, 
including the NTS EIS, as appropriate, in its 
description of the existing environment, as well as 
in the analysis of cumulative impacts. The analysis 
of cumulative impacts will include the combined 
effects of transporting waste to the repository and to 
the NTS. In this way, the DOE will ensure that the 

cumulative effects from activities taking place or in 
the immediate vicinity of the NTS are considered in 
its decisionmaking process along with the public's 
comments on these activities. 

1.2 General Anti-Nuclear Sentiment 

Many comments expressed a general 
opposition to nuclear weapons, weapons 
testing, the generation of elechicity by 
nuclear power, and the land disposal of 
nuclear waste. 

The DOE recognizes that many people are opposed 
to the development and testing of nuclear weapons 
and the commercial use of nuclear power. These 
views, as important as they may be to the 
individuals holding them, are not relevant to the 
issues and alternatives examined in the NTS EIS. 
Since the 1940s, Congress has directed the DOE 
and its predecessor agencies to develop and produce 
the nation's nuclear weapons, and to ensure the 
reliability and safety of the nuclear weapons 
stockpile. With the end of the Cold War, Congress 
directed the DOE to stop producing nuclear 
weapons, dismantle some existing weapons, and 
maintain a smaller enduring stockpile. As a result, 
the DOE has closed or consolidated some of its 
former weapons production facilities. 

In 1992, the United States declared a moratorium on 
underground nuclear testing. In 1995, the President 
extended the moratorium, and is pursuing a 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. Even with these 
significant changes, the Congress passed the 
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National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1994 (Public Law 103-160) which directed the 
DOE to maintain a high level of confidence in the 
safety, reliability, and performance of the nuclear 
weapons stockpile, and to maintain the ability to 
design, develop, manufacture, and test nucleai 
weapons. The NTS has been, and remains, the 
nation’s only location for nuclear weapons testing, 
to meet the national defense mission. 

Commentors have expressed concern about the 
conduct of subcritical experiments described in this 
EIS. The term, “subcritical experiments,” does not 
define a new form of activity. It is intended to 
clarify the fact that such experiments could not 
achieve the condition of criticality, and they would 
meet current and prospective United States 
commitments to the moratorium on nuclear testing 
and ‘the anticipated Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. Although the term “subcritical” was not 
used in previous EISs for the NTS, some tests and 
experiments conducted over the past four decades, 
as well as the impacts of those tests and 
experiments, are substantially the same as those 
contemplated by the new terminology. 

With regard to nuclear waste, Congress has directed 
the DOE to decontaminate surplus facilities, 
remediate contaminated areas’ no longer required for 
defense purposes, and dispose of defense-related 
nuclear waste in a safe and environmentally sound 
.manner. See additional discussion under 
Section 1.1 and 1.12 of Volume 3. 

1.3 American Indian Claims to Withdrawn 
Lands - Ruby Valley Treaty 

The DOE is aware of significant disagreement with 
the rulings, especially by the Western Shoshone, 
and recognizes that there may be additional 
challenges and appeals. The U.S. Government and 
the DOE will abide by any new rulings made on this 
subject. 

In the early 1950s, the Western Shoshone filed a 
claim concerning the lands at issue under the Indian 
Clgms Commission Act. This Act provided that if 
a claim against the government for unkept treaty 
promises was upheld, the tribe making the claim 
could receive only a monetary award, not land or 
other remuneration. In 1962, the Commission ruled 
that all Western Shoshone land titles had been 
extinguished, and later, to establish valuation for a 
monetary award, set July 1, 1872, as the date the 
land was taken. In 1976, the Commission awarded 
the Western Shoshone $26 million as payment for 
the land. The Western Shoshone refused to accept 
payment, arguing that rejection of the money meant 
that they had not been compensated and their claim 
to the land was still alive. With interest, the award, 
held in the U.S. Treasury in trust for the Western 
Shoshone, is now more than $100 million. 

The land ownership issue has been brought to court 
on several occasions. In 1984, the U.S. Supreme 
Court agreed to hear the case, considering only the 
issue of whether “payment” for the land had been 
made. In 1985, the Supreme Court held that the 
payment had been made in accordance with the 
Indian Claims Commission Act of 1946. This 
constituted full and final settlement for the land. 
Whether or not the Western Shoshone accepted the 
payment had no effect on the transaction; the land 
was ruled to belong to the United States. 
Subsequent challenges to this ruling have been 
made before the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Circuit who reiterated the Supreme Court 
decision: the Western Shoshone have no right to 
the land. In response to a subsequent appeal, the 
U.S. Supreme Court refused to hear the case, letting 
the appellate court decision stand. 

1-3 Volume 3 



I ’  

NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

1.4 Use of Withdrawn Lands for Purposes 
Other than Weapons Testing 

Sever& comments questioned the inclusion 
and consideration of potential activities and 
operations on the NTS that are viewed as 
inconsistent with the original purpose and 
use of the withdrawn lands. 

These comments expressed the concern thd  
because the hnd withdrawals for the NTS 

, i  

EIS are incons 

The NTS was created through the issuance of four 
Public Land Orders. Public Land Order 805, dated 
February 12,1952, reserved lands for the use of the 
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, the DOE’s 
predecessor, as a weapons testing site. Subsequent 
withdrawals in 1958, 1961, and 1965 reserved the 
withdrawn lands for use of the Atomic Energy 
Commission in connection with the NTS. The 1961 
withdrawal was more specific in that it reserved the 
lands for use of the Atomic Energy Commission in 
connection with the NTS for test facilities, roads, 
utilities, and safety distances. 

In 1983, the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, in 
accordance with the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-579), 
conducted a review of the existing four land 
withdrawals that comprise the NTS. The Bureau of 
Land Management report compiled during its 
review acknowledged that, while‘ the primary 
mission of the NTS continued to b.e weapons 
testing, other activities and projects were also being 
pursued. The reports specifically referred the 
readers to the Final EIS (ERDA, 1977) for “a more 
detailed explanation of activities and projects.’’ 
Thus it is clear that the Bureau of Land 
Management was well aware of the DOE’s multiple 
land uses, including radioactive waste disposal, 
NTS farm experiments, emergency response tests, 
etc. Thus informed, the Bureau of Land 

Management District Manager concurred with the 
review’s conclusion that the lands were still being 
used for the purpose for which they were 
withdrawn. The Bureau of Land Management 
found that any new land uses at the NTS at the time 
were not inconsistent with that original use. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976, its implementing regulations, and the Public 
Land Orders themselves are silent on the use of 
withdrawn lands for related purposes. There are no 
specific prohibitions against additional use, if the 
purpose for which the withdrawal was authorized 
remains valid. There is clearly no prohibition of the 
consideration of alternative uses, through an EIS or 
otherwise, of withdrawn lands as a management or 
administrative action to assess the potential for 
additional beneficial uses of such lands. 

The Department of the Interior is vested with 
oversight responsibility to review existing land 
withdrawals under the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act. The Department of the Interior 
has suggested in its comments on this EIS that 
substantial changes in land use at the NTS may 
require a new land withdrawal. While the DOE 
believes that land use at the NTS is compatible with 
the primary purpose of each land withdrawal, the 
most recent comments from the Department of the 
Interior indicate that a review of the existing land 
withdrawals may be prudent. 

As has been its past practice, the DOE continues to 
be committed to ensuring that all future activities 
contemplated in this EIS are conducted in 
compliance with Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act and federal land withdrawal 
policy. In this regard, the DOE will consult with 
the Department of the Interior to ensure that the 
appropriate process is followed to enable DOE to 
fulfill this commitment. 

I 
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1 

Many comments raised issues relating to the 
transport of raiiwacti 
DOE facilities and 

DOE to select 

should contractually obligate selected 
carriers to specijic rest stop locations along 
specified routes. Transportation-remed 
comments also ’ included requests for 
additional institutional interaction and 
communication. State, county, and 

j municipal governments also recommended 
spec@ mitigation measures regarding 
enhanced communication and training, and 
provision and maintenance of equipment. 

- 

1.5 Land Use Under Interagency 
Memoranda of Understanding or 
Agreement 

There are three land use agreements that involve 
some of the lands that are the subject of the 
discussions and evaluations contained in the NTS 
EIS. Two of these agreements are interagency 
agreements between the U.S. Air Force and the 
DOE. The first of these agreements is a 
Memorandum of Understanding between the DOE 
and U.S. Air Force that grants the DOE use of 
Pahute Mesa on the Nellis Air Force Range 
Complex. The second interagency agreement is a 
Memorandum of Agreement that grants the DOE 
use of portions of the U.S. Air Force’s Tonopah 
Test Range. These Memoranda of Agreement are 
authorized under Section 3(f) of the Military Lands 
Withdrawal Act (Public Law 99-606, November 6, 
1986), which allows other activities to occur on 
lands reserved for military purposes. 

The third land use agreement is an intra-agency 
Memorandum of Agreement between the D O E N  
and the DOE Yucca Mountain Site Characterization 
Office. This Memorandum of Agreement allows 
the temporary use of a portion of the lands 
withdrawn for the NTS under Public Land Order 
2568, and some of the existing facilities of Area 25 
of the NTS for various site characterization 
activities required under the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act of 1982, as amended. The Memorandum of 
Agreement further allows the use of other areas of 
the NTS for field studies associated with site 

characterization activities, conditional on those 
activities’ noninterference with approved NTS 
programs. This Memorandum of Agreement serves 
to coordinate activities and infrastructure support 
services such that the mission objectives established 
by Congress for both the DOE organizations can be 
accomplished in an organized and efficient manner. 

1.6 Transportation of Low Level Radioactive 
Waste 

Transportation of materials and waste were 
identified as a primary concern by stakeholders 
prior to the initial scoping process for this EIS. The 
stakeholders formed several working groups to 
further their discussions with the DOE on 
transportation. One of the primary groups was the 
Transportation Protocol Working Group, 
established to work with the DOE to better define 
stakeholder concerns and develop a set of 
recommendations. The recommendations request 
services from the DOE that would assist the 
stakeholders in resolving their concerns. The 
summary of the Transportation Protocol Working 
Group concerns are as follows: 

Vehicles, Routing and Parking 
Major issues in this area include routing and 
routing methodologies, use of contract rather 
than I common carrier, multiple drivers, 
adherence to drivers advisories, the safety 
inspection program for carriers and the need 
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for secure parking for vehicles after duty hours at 
the NTS. 

Emergency Response and Management 
Emergency response concerns include the 
need for radiation detection and emergency 
response equipment, emergency response 
training, and emergency management plans. 

Communication 
The major concerns in this area include 
shipment notification and other associated 
data and information, from the on-going and 
future activities associated with transportation 
of low-level radioactive waste, including 
annual reports for transportation activities. A 
continued commitment from the DOE to meet 
with the Transportation Protocol Working 
Group to resolve ongoing transportation 
issues was requested. 

The DOE presently is reviewing these 
recommendations. Its response could include 
implementation of some of the recommendations in 
the near future, such as secured parking for the 
shipments during off-duty hours and access to 
equipment. The DOE and Transportation Protocol 
Working Group have agreed to meet several times 
a year, or when necessary, as well as to keep all 
other avenues of communication open to assist the 
stakeholders with their concerns with transportation. 
Presently, the DOE/NV is reviewing inventories for 
radiation equipment to see if any of this equipment 
can be donated to the local communities and 
counties. 

.The routing of radioactive materials (including 
waste) being shipped on the nation's highways and 
roads is subject to regulations that are administered 
and enforced by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation. The primary objective' of these 
regulations is to ensure that the motor vehicle 
transporting a regulated quantity of radioactive 
material is operated on routes that minimize 
radiological risk (49 CFR 397.101[a][l]). The 
DOE will continue transporting radioactive 
materials in accordance with these regulations. 

Route Selection. The shipper selects the carrier, 
and it is the carrier's responsibility to select a route 
between the shipper's location and the destination 

that is in compliance with all applicable Department 
of Transportation regulations. The same regulations 
apply whether the carrier is a common carrier, 
contract carrier, or if the shipper operates its own 
transport vehicle. No individual, entity, 
organization or jurisdiction ,may select or require 
routing that is not in compliance with these 
regulations which require that when evaluating 
routing options and the radiological risk of 
transport, the carrier must consider: 

1. Known accident rates along potential 
routes 

2. Transit time 
3. Population density and activities 
4. Time of day and day of the week that 

transport will occur. 

Written Route Plans. Before departing, the carrier 
must prepare a written route plan and supply a copy 
of the plan to the motor vehicle driver and shipper. 
Any departure from the route plan and the routes 
actually used, and the reason for it, must be reported 
in an amendment to the route plan delivered to the 
shipper as soon as practicable, but within 30 days 
following the deviation. The route plan must 
include: 

1. A statement of the origin and destination 
points, the route selected, all planned stops, 
and estimated departure and arrival times 

2. Telephone numbers which will access 
emergency assistance in each state to be 
entered. 

Safe Haven and Parking. The Department of 
Transportation regulations provide a State the 
authority to identify safe haven parking areas, to 
impose limitations on time of day that transport 
takes place and holiday and peak traffic limitations. 
The State of Nevada has not chosen to implement 
any of these requirements. Clark County and 
numerous cities within Clark County have 
implemented regulatory notification requirements 
for hazardous and radioactive materials, including 
waste, prior to entry. In response to the 
stakeholders concern, the DOE will provide parking 
inside the secured area of the NTS for shipments 
arriving after duty-hours. 
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Transport Motor Vehicle Operator Training. 
The Department of Transportation regulations 
stipulate that no person may transport a regulated 
quantity of radioactive materials on a public 
highway unless the driver has been trained in: 

1. Requirements of 49 CFR Parts 172, 173, and 
177 pertaining to the radioactive materials 
being transported 

2. The properties and hazards of the radioactive 
materials being transported 

3. Procedures to be followed in case of an. 
accident or emergency. 

Emergency Management. The Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 
requires state and local jurisdictions within the 
United States to plan for and have the capability to 
respond to incidents involving all hazardous 
materials, including waste, that reside in or pass 
through their jurisdiction. This process is 
implemented through the Local Emergency 
Planning Committee and the State Emergency 
Response Commission. As part of this program, 
local communities and counties are required to 
implement an Emergency Response Plan. These 
plans define chain-of-command, notification 
procedures, and evacuation procedures for each 
community. 

Emergency Response Training. For the past 15 
years the DOE has provided training to responders 
in Nevada through the First-On-Scene Program. 
This training will continue to be made available to 
state regulators, educators, the public, and 
authorities (firefighters, law enforcement, and 
emergency medical personnel) within Nevada. 
Training courses for environmental protection, 
safety and health, transportation, radioactive 
materials management, and environmental 
restoration, and classes that meet or exceed 
federally mandated training requirements for 
personnel involved with the generation or disposal 
of radioactive or hazardous waste, can be provided 
by the DOE/NV. 

1.7 Role and Authority for the Resource 
Management Plan 

The goal of the Resource Management Plan is to 
establish a process for managing resources to ensure 
long-term diversity and productivity of affected 
ecosystems and sustainable use of land and facilities 
on the NTS. The D O E N  will use the Resource 
Management Plan to assess the impact of existing 
facilities and activities, and evaluate the selection, 
design, location, and impact of proposed facilities 
and activities. The Resource Management Plan 
will be an essential part of the comprehensive land- 
use process required by DOE Order 430.1, Life- 
Cycle Asset Management. Interested parties will 
have opportunities to provide input into the 
selection of goals developed to guide management 
of resource issues on the NTS and to assist in the 
development of management actions needed to 
achieve those goals. 

The Framework for the Resource Management 
Plan was developed using principles of ecosystem 
management that are widely accepted. Reports, 
including those by the U.S. Interagency Ecosystem 
Management Task Force, were reviewed to help 
establish a solid basis for the Resource Management 
Plan. Public participation is an essential element of 
these principles. The DOE’S efforts to gather public 
input for the “framework” document in the NTS 
EIS prior to developing the actual plan is intended 
to reflect the DOE’S commitment to public 
participation in this effort. The framework 
document includes commitments to work closely 
with surrounding land managers, government 
agencies, tribal organizations, and other interested 
parties. 
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1.8 Release of Withdrawn Lands ’ 

Several comments suggested that all DOE 
activities and operations at the NTS should 
cease and that the withdrawn lands which 
comprise the NTS, or portions of the sitey 
should be returned to the State of Nevada, the 
public, the Western Shoshone, or the Bureau 
of Land Management. Many comments 
emphasized that environmental restoration 
should occur prior to release. 

Alternative 2 of the NTS EIS addresses the 
environmental impacts of discontinuing DOE and 
interagency programs and operations at the NTS. 
While this alternative does not include the return of 
withdrawn lands, the relinquishment of these lands 
from DOE control would be subject to certain laws, 
regulations, and withdrawal agreements. 

The NTS was created through four Public Land 
Orders that reserved the land for use by the DOE’S 
predecessor, the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, 
for weapons testing. Should it be determined that 
the NTS, or portions of the site, are no longer 
required for the purpose for which it was reserved, 
the lands must be returned to the U.S. Department 
of the Interior under the provisions of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act, and the four 
Public Land Orders. 

Before a withdrawal (or portions thereof) may be 
terminated and lands relinquished to the 
Department of the Interior, the issue ’of the 
suitability of lands for return to the public domain 
must be resolved. The Department of the Interior’s 
Bureau of Land Management must determine if 
hazardous substances exist on the withdrawn land. 
The Bureau also has the discretion to conduct a 
hazardous substance survey to verify the 
representations of the holding agency regarding the 
presence or absence of such substances. If 
hazardous substances exist on the land, the holding 
agency can be required to decontaminate all 
affected lands according to the standards 
promulgated by the state regulatory authority, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), or 
both, prior to terminating the withdrawal. The 
Bureau of Land Management will weigh the cost of 

long-term monitoring, inspection, cleanup, and 
rehabilitation against the value of the resources for 
existing Bureau programs before accepting 
jurisdiction of any contaminated lands. If the lands 
are accepted for return to the public domain, the 
Bureau will determine the proper management 
prescriptions for the lands being returned. These 
prescriptions may range from a recommendation 
that a new withdrawal be pursued to multiple-use 
management consistent with area land-use policies. 

1.9 Perception-Based Impacts on Regional 
Prosperity and Economic Development 

Several comments alleged a direct link 
between the public perception of activities 
conducted aty or in relarionship to, the NTS 
and regional prosperity and economic 
development. The activities 
included the shipmeni of waste to 
especially through Las Vegasy 

waste, and d 

adverse impacts, such as loss of jobs in L;Qs 
Vegas and the state of Nevada, while o 
concluded that benefiial impactsy 
result of economic diversifiation and 
increased employment opportunities, were 
likely. 

It is well established that the perception of the risk 
of adverse impacts is outside the sphere of topics 
that are subject to examination under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Nevertheless, the DOE 
believes that the perception of NTS-related 
activities by the public has not negatively impacted 
the regional economy. 

The prosperity or economic development of an area 
depends on the characteristics or factors that define 
the region. The character of an economy is 
comprised of variables that combine to form an 
overall perception of an area. How these factors are 
interpreted depends on the value systems of 
individuals. These factors (industrial development, 
entertainment resort destination, gambling, legalized 
prostitution, nuclear complexes, etc.) can be 
perceived as either positive or negative depending 

. on the underlying value systems of the individual. 
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The DOE is aware of no information that describes 
a deterioration of the economic environtrient in 
southern Nevada based on development activities or 
perceptions associated with the NTS. In fact, 
southern Nevada is one of the fastest growing urban 
areas in the United States. Between 1980 and 1990, 
the population of Clark County increased from 
463,087 to 797,142 (72 percent), and the total jobs 
increased by 182,776. Total visitor volumes in 
Clark County increased from 14.2 million in 1985 
to 29 million in 1995, an increase of 104 percent 
over the 10-year period. 

Based on the foregoing, it is reasonable to conclude 
that the perceptions of southern Nevada have not 
adversely affected the prosperity and economic 
opportunities of the region. In addition, there is no 
evidence to indicate that the past activities 
associated with the NTS over the past 40 plus years, 
or the potential future activities discussed in the 
NTS EIS, would alter the potential for continued 
prosperity and development in the region. 

1.10 Residual Radioactive , Contamination - 
Source Term 

an extensive historical database and on newly 
collected data. 

New data are collected under protocols prescribed 
by the EPA and the state of Nevada. Some 
methodologies were developed by DOE specifically 
to detect contaminants not commonly present .at 
other sites, such as certain radionuclides. All these 
methodologies are designed to meet objectives for 
data quality agreed upon with the EPA and the 
State. Existing data are used whenever possible to 
reduce the cost to taxpayers by avoiding duplication 
of earlier studies. As might be expected, some 
existing data meet or exceed present quality 
standards, while other data are of lower quality. 
The DOE attempts to maximize the use of existing 
data, consistent with its quality for the intended use. 
Extensive documentation of the work plans, 
standard operating procedures, and quality 
assurance checks are maintained for all data, but are 
too extensive to include in this EIS. 

The classified nature of some of the data presents a 
challenge to the DOE. While national security is of 
paramount importance, the DOE recognizes that the 
public may perceive the DOE as using classification 
as a cloak. to avoid, scrutiny of basic data. In 
particular, the: total radionuclide inventory 
remaining in .the subsurface at the . NTS raises 
significant , classification issues. Release of 
radionuclide inventories for specific nuclear tests 
can reveal much about the types and amounts of 
special nuclear material used'in weapons designand 
the efficiency of these weapons. In fact, the DOE 
routinely .analyzed samples .of the residual melt 
glass to determine the success of the test. So, 
although researchers from the nation's weapon- 
design laboratories have developed extensive data 
to help estimate the nature and extent -of 
contamination underlying the NTS, the data remain 
classified. . . 

The accuracy of estimated contamination is a central 
issue in any study conducted to clean up 
contaminated sites. Surface soil, subsurface rock, 
and groundwater contamination on the NTS are 
being characterized by the Environmental 
Restoration Program to determine the best approach 
for cleanup and monitoring. These efforts rely on 

The DOE is trying to resolve this issue with a two- 
fold approach. First, declassification actions have 
been proposed which would sum, or lump together, 
data from many tests so that no classified 
information would be revealed. The data presented 
in this EIS are the result of one declassification 
action and are made available to the public here for 
the first time. Other declassification actions are 
pending which, if approved, will allow the lumping 
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of data in smaller areas. The second approach is to 
grant access to classified data to organizations with 
persons having an appropriate security clearance 
and need-to-know. To date, several representatives 
of the State of Nevada's Division of Environmental 
Protection have been given access to the source 
term inventory data. In addition, a representative of 
the University of Nevada Las Vegas, Harry Reid 
Center for Environmental Studies, has been granted 
access to the source term data. It is hoped that these 
two approaches will raise confidence in the 
accuracy of the source term data. 

1.11 Hydrology and Water Resources 

Several comments expressed concern about 
the impacts of the proposed action on the 
regional groundwater j lo w system, 
especially with respect to drinking water 
supplies in Amargosa Valley and the 
environmentally sensitive areas of Ash 
Meadows, Devils Hole, and Death Valley. 
Other comments requested claricficQtwn of 
water rights issues concerning actions that 
are not perceived to be within the DOE's 
mission. 

A Cornerstone of the DOES environmental policy is 
the protection of water resources. This policy has 
been put into action through monitoring, 
characterization studies, and investigations of 
contaminant sources. Since 1972, the DOE has 
conducted an extensive groundwater monitoring 
program, with samples taken routinely at wells and 
springs located on and off the NTS. Because 
Amargosa Valley and other. environmentally 
sensitive areas are downgradient of the NTS, the 
DOE monitors springs in Ash Meadows and as far 
away as Death Valley. This monitoring network 
provides the DOE with a first line of water,resource 
protection by detecting water-quality problems 
before they extend to these downgradient areas. 

an extensive array of new characterization wells; 
and detailed studies on the effects of past testing,on 
infiltration, the mechanics of the aquifers present, 
and water level changes in the vicinity of 
detonations. The DOE has been an active 
participant in evaluating the conditions that support 
the endangered pupfish at Devils Hole and has been 
a partner with other agencies 'in defining the 
complex hydrologic conditions of the Death Valley 
groundwater flow system. 

An inventory of past hydrologic studies is underway 
and has identified more than 2,000 documents that 
are relevant to the water resources and hydrologic 
conditions of the region. The information presented 
in this EIS must be of a summary nature; it is not 
possible to include all of the information that the 
DOE has accumulated over the decades. A large 
amount of unclassified information is available in 
the public reading room, or upon request, to 
interested parties who seek more detailed 
information on the specific hydrologic 
characteristics of this region. 

It is not practical to present in this EIS detailed 
information on the 3-dimensional distribution of 
contamination around each underground test site. 
The information from these studies is referenced in 
this EIS and dozens of more-detailed reports are 
available to the public and. interested groups and 
agencies. This information will, however, be 
provided, to the extent available, in the 
Environmental Restoration studies of the testing 
areas. 

With respect to water use at the NTS, the DOE 
would pursue water rights for activities determined 
to be outside of the NTS mission. 

The DOE sponsors research on the hydrology of the 
NTS and the fate of radionuclides in the 
environment. Characterization studies for the 
DOE's Environmental Restoration Program focus on 
defining the transport of radionuclides in the 
vicinity of past underground tests; the installation of 
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1.12 Radioactive ‘Waste Shipments and Waste 
Types . 

Comparison between the NTS EIS and the DOE 
Waste Management Programmatic EIS 

Commentors compared the NTS EIS and the DOE 
Waste Management Programmatic EIS and pointed 
out various differences between the two documents 
in terms of waste volumes, numbers of shipments, 
and risk estimates. These differences arise from the 
different purposes and scope of the two documents. 
The Waste Management Programmatic EIS is 
designed to establish a broad framework of 
reasonable alternatives for consideration by the 

public and DOE decisionmakers in support of broad 
programmatic decisions. Data used for analysis of 
this type often must be aggregated or summarized 
for consistent application, and to ensure that the 
relative differences in impacts among programmatic 
alternatives are clear to decisionmakers. In contrast, 
the NTS EIS has a sitewide focus and uses more 
detailed data specific to the site. Also, broadly 
scoped programmatic EISs make more conservative 
assumptions to ensure that the range of possible 
alternatives across a complex array of program 
activities are adequately bounded. As a result, the 
DOE would expect the estimates of waste volumes 
and health risks in the Waste Management 
Programmatic EIS to be at least as high or higher 
than related estimates in sitewide or project-specific 
National Environmental Policy Act documents. 
Other differences arise because. the analyses 
presented in the NTS EIS assess the range of 
reasonably foreseeable activities at the NTS over the 
next 10 years, whereas the Waste Management 
Programmatic EIS is designed to support DOE 
programmatic decisions affecting DOE-wide waste 
management activities over the next 20 years. 
Given these differences, the DOE believes that the 
results presented in the two documents are 
reasonably comparable. 

Special Case Waste 

Commentors criticized the Draft EIS because it did 
not address “special case waste.” Text has been 
added to the Final NTS’EIS to explain this term in 
the context of the NTS’s waste management 
program. 

The designation of a particular waste as “special 
case waste” is a site-specific determination which, 
if made at one DOE site, may or may not be 
applicable at another DOE site. “Special case 
waste” is not a formal technical waste category in 
the same sense as “transuranic waste” or “low-level 
waste”; rather, “special case waste” is a temporary, 
informal designation by the generating site to 
identify waste that exhibits characteristics which 
indicate that further analysis may be necessary to 
properly categorize it, or that may require special 
handling, storage, or disposal methods. These 
characteristics are taken into account in determining 
whether waste can meet a potential disposal site’s 
acceptance criteria. In making this determination, 
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the DOE considers a number of factors, including 
safety analysis reports and hazard assessments, 
performance objectives, disposal site characteristics 
and operational restrictions, applicable federal 
regulations and DOE orders, as well as input from 
stakeholders and from the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board. If a designated “special 
case waste” is determined to meet a disposal site’s 
acceptance criteria, it is no longer considered to be 
“special case waste,” and is considered acceptable 
for disposal notwithstanding its earlier “special 
case” designation. At that point, the fact that the 
waste was once classified as special case waste is 
irrelevant as far as disposal is concerned. 

The DOE intends to clarify its use of the term 
“special case waste” in the Final Waste 
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement. The clarification will reflect the 
dynamic nature of the DOE’S special case waste 
inventory. The Final Waste Management 
Programmatic EIS will also reflect the DOE’S intent 
to manage this waste within existing waste 
categories to the extent possible, consistent with the 
process described above. The DOE will prepare 
any necessary additional National Environmental 
Policy Act documentation for proposals for actions 
regarding special case waste not covered by existing 
National Environmental Policy Act documents. 

Greater-Than-Class C Waste and Similar to 
Greater-Than-Class C Waste 

Some commentors urged that DOE use the NTS 
EIS to evaluate options for disposal of greater-than- 
Class C low-level waste. In urging this course of 
action, one comment referred to a 1995 DOE 
Federal Register notice as evidence that the DOE is 
formulating plans for the co-disposal of greater- 
than-Class C waste and waste that is similar to 
greater-than-Class C. Also, some commentors 
either did not understand the distinction between the 
terms “greater-than-Class C” and “similar to 
greater-than-Class C,” or believed that the DOE was 
trying to create an artificial distinction between two 
types of waste to avoid discussing greater-than- 
Class C waste in this EIS. 

The confusion surrounding these two terms arises 
from the legal definition of greater-than-Class C 
waste. The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy 

Amendments Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-240) 
made the federal government responsible for the 
disposal of certain high-specific-activity, low-level 
waste with concentrations of radionuclides that 
exceed the limits for Class C radioactive waste 
established by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
This waste is commonly referred to as “greater- 
than-Class C low-level waste.” Most of this waste 
is generated by commercial facilities, and is 
therefore also referred to as “commercial greater- 
than-Class C waste.” The same section of Public 
Law 99-240 also made the federal government 
responsible for all DOE-generated low-level waste 
as a separate category, without regard to class. The 
DOE waste with characteristics comparable to those 
of greater-than-Class C is referred to as “similar to 
greater-than-Class C low-level waste,” in order to 
distinguish it from the category of greater-than- 
Class C waste created by the statute. 

This distinction is important in understanding the 
purpose of the Federal Register notice referenced 
by the comment. The notice was entitled, “Strategy 
for Management and Disposal of Greater-Than-Class 
C Low-Level Radioactive Waste (60 FR 13424, 
March 13, 1995). The notice requested public 
comments on several options for managing greater- 
than-Class C waste, including collocated disposal of 
greater-than-Class C waste and DOE waste with 
similar characteristics. The notice indicated that 
this approach presents a regulatory issue. 
Specifically, Public Law 99-240 requires that 
greater-than-Class C waste that is generated by the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission licensees must be 
disposed of in Nuclear Regulatory Commission- 
licensed facilities. DOE-generated waste with 
similar characteristics does not have to be disposed 
of in licensed facilities, and there is a question 
whether the Nuclear Regulatory Commission can 
exercise jurisdiction over DOE-generated waste 
without additional legislation. 

This issue arises only where co-disposal is 
considered, and thus it does not affect any current or 
proposed waste management activities for disposal 
at the NTS, since-co-disposal is not being proposed 
at this time. If co-disposal ever is proposed, it will 
be as part of a comprehensive plan for the 
management of greater-than-Class C low-level 
waste. As stated in the 1995 notice, implementation 
of the greater-than-Class C waste provisions of 
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Public Law 99-240 may not occur for 20 years or 
more, well beyond the timeframe for this EIS. In 
the interim, the DOE intends to continue to dispose 
of DOE waste that is similar to greater-than-Class C 
waste so long as such waste meets the NTS’s waste 
disposal criteria. The environmental impacts of this 
activity are addressed in this EIS. Appropriate 
National Environmental Policy Act documentation 
will be prepared when federal plans for disposal of 
greater-than-Class C waste have progressed to the 
point where a proposal for action can be formulated. 

Greater-Than-Class C Waste, Similar to 
Greater-Than-Class C Waste, and Special Case 
Waste 

The 1995 Federal Register notice discussed above 
caused one commentor to mistakenly equate greater- 
than-Class C waste with special case waste. The 
1995 notice stated that “[tlhe term Special Case 
Waste (SCW) denotes DOE waste having 
characteristics similar to those of GTCC LLW 
[greater-than-Class C low-level waste], and 
generally lacking firm disposal plans.” This 
statement is an oversimplification of the relationship 
between these two terms. As discussed above, 
unlike the term “greater-than-Class C waste,” the 
term “special case waste” is not a formal waste 
category with well-defined chhacteristics. The 
DOE did not intend to suggest that there is always 
a similarity in the physical or radiological 
characteristics between special case waste and 
greater-than-Class C waste (or between special case 
waste and DOE-generated waste that is similar to 
greater-than-Class C, for that matter). Not all 
special case waste is low-level waste, nor is all of it 
similar to greater-than-Class C waste. Conversely, 
DOE waste that is similar to greater-than-Class C 
waste is not special case waste if it meets the NTS’s 

waste disposal criteria (see above). The primary 
attribute shared by all waste represented by the 
terms “special case waste” and “greater-than-Class 
C waste” is that it is “lacking firm disposal plans.” 
In contrast, the DOE can dispose of waste it 
generates that is similar to greater-than-Class C 
waste if that waste meets the NTS’s waste disposal 
criteria. 

Waste Inappropriate for Shallow Land Disposal, 
and Special Case Waste 

Commentors also incorrectly assumed that these 
two terms referred to the same waste; in fact, the 
opposite is true. As these terms are used by the 
DOE, they are mutually exclusive. As described 
above, waste is considered special case waste if it 
has not been determined to meet a disposal site’s 
criteria. Such waste cannot be disposed of at the 
NTS. In contrast, the DOE applies the term 
“inappropriate for shallow land disposal” to waste 
that does meet NTS’s disposal criteria, but which 
the DOE has determined, through the waste 
acceptance process, to require greater isolation for 
the protection of the environment and the workers 
than low-level waste disposal procedures normally 
would provide. Consistent with the foregoing 
discussion, these wastes may include DOE waste 
that is similar to greater-than-Class C waste, or 
waste that was originally designated by the 
generator as special case waste. 

The two terms do have in common the fact that 
neither is a formal waste category. Rather, they 
both are informal management designations that the 
DOE uses to describe whether a particular waste 
can meet the NTS’s disposal criteria, and whether it 
requires any measures beyond normal low-level 
waste disposal procedures to meet those criteria. 
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CHAPTER 2 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

On February 2, 1996, the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) issued the Draft NTS EIS for review 
by the state of Nevada, Indian tribes, local 
governments, other federal agencies, and the 
general public. The formal public comment period 
lasted 90 days, ending on May 3, 1996: Public 
hearings and workshops were held throughout the 
comment period at a number of locations in Nevada, 
and in St. George, Utah. Transcripts of these 
hearings and workshops were produced to capture 
oral comments from members of the public. Public 
comments were received throughout the public 
comment period and, to accommodate as many 
respondents as possible, comments were accepted 
after the close of the public comment period. The 
last comment was received on May 15, 1996. 

2.1 Comment Categories 

The comments are presented by source category in 
the following order: . .  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 '  

Federal Agency 
Sovereign Nations 
State Government ' 

Municipal Government 
Company 
Organization 
Private Citizen 
Public Hearing Transcript 
Workshop Notes. 

The complete .:anscripts of the public hearings and 
workshops .are presented at the end of the individual 
comment letters. 

2.2 Comment Coding System 

Comments are identified by a numeric code to 
indicate the individual respondents and comment 
number. Written comments within each comment 
category are coded in numeric order beginning with 
the number "1" based on the order they were 
received and entered into the comment tracking 
system. Transcripts from public hearings and 
workshops are coded in a similar manner. Numbers 

. following a hyphen in the comment code indicate an 
individual comment contained within a letter, 
transcript, or other comment document. Examples 
of comment codes are: 

. Private Citizen 4-7 refers to the 7th comment 
from the letter coded 4 

0 .  Public Hearing Transcript 2-15 refers to the 
15th comment on the Public Hearing 
Transcript coded 2. 

Sidebars in correspondence, transcripts, and other 
written comment documents indicate the specific 
lines on which the numbered comment appears. An 
index to the public comments, as they appear in this 
document, is provided in the following section. 
Responses to comments are presented in Chapter 3 
of Volume 3 using the same numerical coding 
system. 
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FEDERAL AGENCY 1 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

L m u C a l o n d o w -  
P.O. Box 61470 

Bo* city. Nv &wo6-ImJ namrmum 
LC-2212 
ENV-5.00 

i6 i jgS 

Or. Donald R. E l l e  
Director 
Envi ronmen t a l  Protection D iv i  sion 
US Department o f  Energy 
Nevada Operations Of f ice 
PO Box 14459 
Las Vegas, bvada 89114 

Subject: CoPnents on the 8 Volume EIS f o r  the Nevada Test S i te  

Reclamation's Lower Colorado Regional Off ice environmental compliance s t a f f  has 
reviewed the subject documents and f i n d  that  the proposed actions on lands 
consti tut ing the Nevada Test S i te  under the control o f  the Department o f  Energy 
Nevada Operations Off ice have. in  general, no s ign i f icant  impact on Reclamation 
withdrawn lands and/or f a c i l i t i e s .  
proposed Solar Experimental F a c i l i t y  i n  the E l  Dorado Valley that  conceivably 
could require power l i n e  rights-of-way and/or other in f rast ructure improvements 
that  would cross Reclamation n i thdram lands in  the v i c i n i t y  o f  Boulder City, 
Nevada. Hore generally industr ial.  mining or  residential reuse o f  Nevada Test 
S i te  lands could involve use o f  addit ional water supplies and/or power 
requirements that  i n  turn could impact Reclamation projects and/or f a c i l i t i e s  
such as Lake Mead, Hoover Dam and/or the Southern Nevada Water Project. Beyond 
these ind i rect  and hypothetical impacts the proposed actions and/or alternatives 
are believed t o  have no impact on Reclamation lands or a c t i v i t i e s  and hence 
Reclamation has no objections nor concerns with respect t o  the proposed actions 
with respect t o  the Nevada Tes t  Site. 

The exceptions t o  t h i s  statement involve the 

Sincerely, 

/J&L f u  
William E. Rinne. Of f ice Director 
Resource Hanagernent and Technical Services 

FEDERAL AGENCY 2 

The commenu in Federal Agency Comment Letter Number 2 were included in Federal Agency 
Comment Letter Number 3. Therefore, the Department of Interior responses (Fish and Wildlife 
Service and Bureau of Land Management) to Federal Agency Comment Letter Number 3 also 
address comments advanced in Federal Agency Comment Letter Number 2 

United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERWCE 

911 NF Il&.A-u 
Pr.dmb Oregon 972324181 

IN WriY WLI *o APE I E .22; 
M e m o d u m  

To: state D-, Bureau of  Land hfaoagalmt 
Rem, Nevada (Am: Neil Talbott) 

Regional Dinctor, U.S. Fish and Wddlife Service 
;;.> 

From: .> 
' Region 1, Portland, Oregon 

Subject: Review of  and Commcnts to Draft Emriromnunal lmpact Staman (DEIS) for 
the Nevada Test Site and off-Site Locatiom in thc State of Nevada 
(ER %/oom 

As dirstcd by acting Dirstor Martin's Febnmy 5.1996, Memorandum from tbc office of  
Ef~vimmncnral Poky and Compliance. we have rrvicMd on the subject documem Please 
mhte tk'attached.amrmentr m tbc aparmrnt o f  Uie Intaior response. 

Please refer my ques&im to Ms. Mary Jo Elpcrs o f  our Reno Field Office at 7W784-5227 
or Mr. Merle Richmond of my Regional office staff at (503) 231-2068. 

CE: Field Supervisor. Reno Field Office 

Donald R. me, D-r 
Environmental Proteaion Division 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Pon offse Box 14459 
Las Vegas, Nevada 891 14 
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FEDERAL AGENCY 2 (CONTINUED) 

ER %/ax5 

Carol M. Elorgsuom, Dirraor 
off= of Poky and A s s i  
U.S. Department of Erragy 
Attention: SSM PEIS 
loo0 Indcpendcmr Avenue, S.W. 
Washington. D.C. 20585 

Dear Ms. Borgstmm: 

Tk Lkpanmcntof the Interior bas reviewcd the DraR Environmental Impact Statancnt 
(DEIS) for thc Nevada Test Site and Off-Site Locations in thc State of Ncvada (Test Site). 
The following ~ommcms arc provided for your information and consideration whcn p~par ing  
Ihe Final Env- Impad - WS). 
GENERALCOMMENTS 

The FEIS should clarify wbethcr or not a programmatic Env’ 
0 is intended. Some scctim indicate firrtha emironrocmal analysis under thc National 
Envimmmntal Policy Act (NEPA) w d d  be done in Bssociation with other projects. such as 
thc solar energy proposals. othasx&n~~do not indicale any furrhcranalyses would be 
d o n  for most pmjccts on tk Nevada Test Site (MS). This issue is fuIther c o m p ~ t e d  by 
wme pmjed activities bring currenrly evaluated under scparak EIS’s (for example. thc 
Stoclrpilc Stewardship and Waste Managcment pmjed). Ihus. the DEIS uscs analytical 
methods used in both site-specific EIS’s and pimgmnmatic EIS’s refmncing otbtr project- 
specific EIS’s. Fuaha. the l i  analysis of imp- to biological resom may 
necessitate a scpamte cnvimnmcmal analysis for every pmjed to comply with tbc NEPA. 
Thse issues should beclarjficd m the ws. 
Tmniaoloev and S tandads ThcDEISusesachnicalmmswhicbmaybeunfamiliar to 

terms either an not ddiocd, arc dcfimd in tshnical term, or have explanatiom &attcrrd 

1 Impact Statcmem 

persons not msed in the fields of nuclear physics or nuclear waste management. Many such 

throughout UIC DEIS. Examples include intrusii scenario, inrmda pathway. and total 
sou~ce-tcrm analysii. curie, ran. awl others. Such terms should be citba defmrd m tht 
FEIS glossary or when lhey an used in thc text. Thc d c f i i  should be given in non- 
rcchnical tams and in !angage cas13 undemood by thc gerund public. Thc diffamces 
between expoaut and breakdown rates and thc resulting implifations for biological l~ounrs 
need to be explained. The &ewer should be ref* to a table lhat de& tbe levels of 
urposurr critical for plants and key wildlife species or groups found on thc NTS and othcr 
affeded BMS. 

- ________~ 

FEDERACAGENCY 2 (CONTINUED) 

Cam1 M. Borgstmm, Director 
ofiice of Policy and M i  

The DEIS uscs general terms which an a o t d c f d .  Deftnitom for rcrms. sucb as 
ncgliible, minor, minimally. ldi impacts. slipht. modcrate, substantial. and signillcant, 
should be clearly stated carly in thc FEIS. 

Sow saxions refama Envimnmcd Roaxrion Agcrcy standardr, for i 
l k s c  and other standards should be summan& ’ ornfenacedtoanappendix. 

Alhmatiw Tbe DEIS has m~ analyzed h e  dfso of every altUnative activity on each 
~sol~lce fador. For example. thc evahmion of ’Wort for 0th Impaas‘ to ‘Air Quali’y’ 
daes not addrrss ralret motor dcshuctioo. wen though this activity may relcasc an urteosive 
amount of gases to thc atmosphere. The FEIS should provide an evaluation of thc cf€cas of 
every activity oneach resonru that may be affected. 

In Chapter 2. the DEB provides a cursory OyQyiew of NTS programs. Only minimal 
infomation is provided on how bulk and padcaged low-level waste disposed. Brief 
discusions ate provided on disposal of low-level wastes in pits and trrmbcs; however. thc 
FEIS should discuss whetha wastes arc contained or pnparrd in any mamcr before thcy an 
p h a d  in pi6 and trrnches and covered wih soil. ‘Ibis wmmcnt rela!cs to thc d-ions on 
shallow Land rddioactive wasu disposal, aamdisposal. and grratu alnfincmcrudisposal in - 4. 

An aaivity within thc Dcfcnra Rogram rmda Alttmativc 3 in Chapter 3 calls for 
camrmctionof a generic, heavy industrial sire. ThC FEIS should discuss what heavy 
industry would be acammodatcd. This Sauionalso should list roclcctmotor dcsrucb ‘on 
since this activity is already discus& in thc Evaluation of Alternatives W o n .  Appenau A 

obscuration operations or thamal and climatic tests may involve nceds to be addmsed. 
Each activity to be pursued inChsptcr2andAppcndixA mcds to be d c s c r i i  in SUfficieDt 
derail to atsure what is pmposd to - is clear to the u n i n f o d  reader. 

‘c WBSM. 

lists proposed Defnrse program tests lmda Altanativc 3; howvcr. what thc smolrc 

. 

A l m t i v e  on March IS, 1996. thc Dqarmmt of Energy (DOE) provided thc 
Fish and Wildlife Scrvia (Service) with a capy of a mcmodum on development of thc 

schcdule has bcen modified and thc FEIS was scbcdnled to be relcascd on May 17,1996. 
hrrtbcnnore. &emanorandumstnmthcNTS E I S T d m i d  Working Grwpswouldbegin 

would be a hybrid neared by selecting specific uscs from thc altanativcS a n a l w .  
Development and approval of the p r c f d  altcmative was schcdukd for March 28,1996. 
and thcn it d d  be pmvidcd to thc DOE headquartus imCgration team for review and 
approval. This prarss implies pubk and agency wmments would not be considered in 
scleuing thc preferred altanativc or in 
altrrnativc selection proass should be urplamcd u1 thc FEIS. 

prcremd a l t u n a t i v e t o k ~  intbc FEIS. ?hcwmorandum smm tht NTS EIS 

dcvcloping thc p r c f d  al- to be pRscntcd in tbc FEIS and this a l t e d v e  likely 

of the FEIS. Also. thc p d d  
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Carol M. Borgstrom. D w  
Mice of Policy and Assistarre 

3 

Qn@nhantq The DEIS docr not present an ovaall evaluation of toxicological (radiological 
and chemical) impacts to biota resulting from past, present, or funue activities. At several 
points. the DEIS references studies which have ken performed on tbe NTS to addrcss this 
question. However. the FEIS needs to Summarize what is known about past auivities, 
present the impacrs related to m n t  activities. and speculate on the potential impact of 
hrturr activities. such information is particnlacly imponant for the Yucca Flat weapons tcst 
basin, Frrnchman Flat. Plutonium VaUey and other locations in the western and northwestern 
parts of the fadlity. &causc impacts to wildlife populations have ocwrrd from pan and 
ongoing adivitis, the FEIS should also provide informapion on how long radiation could 
affea wildlife and describe any impacts fmm other co . 

' for each alternative. 

Biploeical Rmm Only brief general descriptions of plant communities have been 

Consqmces and gavrally throughout the DEIS. The FEIS needs to address tbe ~cres of 
each plant community that is either currently on the projcct sites or would be affected by 
various alternatives. This information is needed for assessing the overall impacts to these 
communities and t k i i  associated wildlife. 

provided in both chapta 4 Affected Euvimnmmt and chaptes 5 Environmental 

The DEIS indicates cphcmed flows occasionally form ponds on scveral playas found on the 
NTS. The FEIS should provide informalion on 1) the length of time this water rcmains, 2) 
the extent to which tk playas arc used by migratory shonbirds. and 3) the potential for 
migratory birds using the playas to be exposed to radionuclides and other contaminants. 

'lk springs 
vegetation, whch k l y  constitute wulands that are regulated by the corps of Engineers 
(Corps) purmant to section 404 of the Ckan Water Act. Activities that may a f f d  these 
springs should be descritcd in more dnail. and if the springs are to be modiiedin any way, 
the potential reed fo ra  corps pcrmit should be scatcd. we arc partiarlarly imacsted mthc 
p0teatb.I for such springs to support endemic invertebrates and for altUnative 3, which W d  
imrolve s&mtial incrrasts in ground warapumping, to affect such invaaebratcs. 

on the NTS may support sedges, rushes. and otha hydrophytic 

chapter 5 docs not adcquatcly address impam to biological rrsourres d t i n g  from 
~ V e s U r f a E c ~  and ~moval of native veg*ation. Such activities, if dom 
during the avian b d i  -n, likely would kill individuals and/or destroy osts and nest 
contern of migratory birds protected unda the Federal Migratory Bird Tmty Act. Otber 
activities may expose birds to drilling mud, smfactant in drill aunps co- for 
monitoring wells, or other contaminated surface waters. Rotcacd species include. but are 
not limited to. passerines. waterfowl, hawks, and owls. The FEIS shculd discuss the 
resulting impaas, and mitigation meanves should included developed to prevent migratoly 
bird mortalities. 

Many sections in Chapter 5 state various effects would not have a negative impact on the 
viability of mast species found in this area. AlmOugh this is likely true for species overall. 
the viability of populations may be adversely a f f d .  The effect on viability should be 
discussed in the FEIS. . 

Several sections on biological mources in Chapter 5 indiie much of the land to be c l d  
for the Environmcnral Restoration Program would be stabilized and/or revegetated. We. filly 
support sach mcasum to restore contaminattd sites on NTS. However. the FEIS should 
discuss the problems associated with clearing vegetation fmm desert soils. ?hcse problems 
include length of time for the area to revegetate 00 its own, air quality problems associated 
with expansive amas of non-vegetated land, ad movement of sediments onto adjacent playas 
that may adversely affect the ccology of the playa. Reveg*ation of Mojave Desen lands also 
is problematic. As we are unaware of any succssful revegetation that actually restores the 
native plant community, the FEIS should refe- examples and discuss impacts associated 
with such mitigation III~BSUTCS. 

)MamextA and 'Ihnatewd S o c c i s  [n referem to SectiOIs on candidate species, the 
Service no longer maintaii a list of category 1 and 2 d i b  species (see Notice of 
Review. dated Fcbntary 28.1996.61 FR 7595). In place of these two categories. a single 
candidate category has been established. It indudes speck for which the Service has on file 
sufficient information on biological vulnerability and -as) to support issuancC of a 
proposed rule to list thc species as threatened or codangered under the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973, as amended (ESA). Such species were identifed as category 1 candidates in 
earlier candidate notices of review. Species identified as category 2 candidates in earlier 
notices of rcview arc no looger rrgardcd as candidates for listing under the new policy. 

The Service remains w e  about the former candidate species (now informally known as 
"Species of Concern"). and recognizes furthcr biological research and field study arc necded 
to resolve the c o m t i o n  conccns for thcse taxa. Even thoogh many of these Species of 

the ESA, others may become candidates for listing in the future. 
concern may e v m y  be foundnot to warmnt tisting as thrratcned ormdaoged under 

Throughout Chapter 5. the DEIS states various d i t e  plam (now Species of C o m )  
may be adversely aRsvd by project alternatives. .The FEIS mds to provide information on 
the extent of thcse plant populations in relation to the stam of the species over its range. 
This information is vital becam elimination of a population at a given site. especially if it 
represents the majority of the population. would be consided a s i g n i f i i  impact. 
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Effects on National Wildlife Refines We arc colurmed possible impacts to t h ~ ~  
components of the National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) Systcm (Ash Meadows, Desert, and 
Mcapa Valley) from ament  and proposed operations at the NTS have not been adequately 
a d d d .  Concam remain that either contamination or deplnion of ground wafer may 
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affect Ash Meadows and/or Moapa ValIcy (Muddy River) NWRs. Thc Service understands 
the u~IergrOund aquifen feeding the NWRs an oot suffiicntly understood by geologists or 
hydrologists to assume adverse impacts would not occur. Tbe FEIS nccds to fully a d h s  
this issue. 

Several sectioas of the FEIS indicate the DOE gmund water withdraarals in Yucca Flat have 
exceeded the published pereMial yield. Tht FEIS should address potential long tam 
implications of this cxccedclux, particularly for sensitive biological rsourxs in Ash 
Meadows. Devils Hole, and the Death Valley NWRs. For example, the Ash Meadows NWR 
~lpporu four fLFh spccics. one invertebrate species, and seven plant species which an l i d  
as threatened or endangered and pmaacd by the ESA. Additionally, aitical habitat has 
been designated for these species. Potential impact3 to these specis and lbcu critical habitat 
as a result of gmund water contamination and how the DOE can cood i t e  with appropriate 
land managers to monitor ground water quality which may aff- ESA l i i  species 
downgradient of the NTS should be dixusscd. 

Potmtial adverse impacts car the west boundary of the Desert National W i l d l i  Rmge from 
the Spill Test Facility have not ken sufficiently addressed. We also an concerned about the 
proposed wnspcrtation mutes that would be in close proximity to Ash Meadows and 
possibly Desert NWRs. These corccros shouldbe addrrsscd intheFus.  

Som seaions of the DEIS indicate impacts to resoumx on h g e s  may be minor. Under 
the RerUge Adminisnation Act of 1%. any activity is prohibited on Service Laad unless it is 
specifically approved. 

Cumulative Eff- The mahod used to evaluate Eumulative cf€ccts appears to have 
cvaluatd the significance of the DOES pmjccti iustcad of the cumulative contnim of 
the impacts themselves. Thercfm. the DOE dctcrmims tbey m an i n S i  
c o n t n i .  Ihc FEIS 
terms of mal impacts. If activities of other entitis nsult in a dose to signitiicam impact in 
the area. tbe DOE activities may raise cumulative impa~G to a l e d  of signif-. The 

to explain what thc c o n t n i o f t k  DOE activities mmm m 

armulativceffects sstionshould be fully r&vatuand inthem. 

The scaion on armula(ive effeas to biological lcsouKm also is inadequate. It diswvs 
impacts only to the desnt tortoise, and thc cumulative cffccti analyses should be expanded to 
include o h m  biological ~csou~ccs. Thcy include but arc not I& to 
types, important groups of wildlife such as migratory birds, and species of v i a l  concern 

~efemnccs Alttmgh inventories, studies. and effats of various pcmrbtiom on physical 
and biological subjects an r e f d  chrarghout thc DEIS. few bibliographic nfmnces are 
provided. For example, Section 4.1.4.2. Geology: Radiological Sourm in Soil (page 4-135. 
line 19) refen to a comprehensive study of a contaminated portion of Area 13 of the Nellis 

VQWation 

. 
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Air Forcc Raogc (NAFR) Complex. Lincs 21 and 22 mention research on the uptake of 
ndioactive maarid by plants, but does not provide a summary and a bibliographic 
rcfermce. The FEIS rrecds to providc a ref- for determining 1) when, where. and by 
whom the research was conducted, 2) the validity of the nsearcb. and 3) the title of the 
research doamern to examine for further information. Tbe FElS also needs to document 
SOUM and references. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

A pmgpmmatic d o n  7 c o d t a t i o n  pane 2-2. ktio-. L.~~cs 16-l.9 
under the ESA is in progrrss. It analyzes tkdfeasonthcdesrttortoise(Goplrcncr 
agarczii) from DOE progrnmr on the Nevada Tcst Site OTIS) as described in Alternative 3 
of the DEIS. Auivities p m p o d  on the NTS which an not comidcrcd in Alternative 3 may 
not be covered uader the biological opinion wbm issued and may @ re-initiation of 
consultation. 

paee 2-21. Section 2.5.6.1. Low -level WaSDc perfarmanr Asscssmmts. Lines 16-21 
Regarding thc relcasc of dioactivc matcrial. thc DEIS btatts tk effective dose equivalent 
would not excad 25 m i l l i i  per year to any mcmberof the public. Even thoughthe DOE 
may not have an objective dose Limit for plsnts and wildlife. the FEIS should dcmdc how 
cffcuive dosc equivalent levels for plamr. and animals would te monitorrd. Ibc rems 
“reasonable effort’ and *as low as rraranably achkvablc’ in the last sentence sbould be 
d c f d  more specifically. 

pape 3-36. Seaion 3.3. Comoarison of AltamIkfa and En- h c ~  Lins 2 
and 3 state additional Defeme Program impactslmder the altumtiva corsidcmd in the DEIS 
arc snall in comparison tothe impaetsofpvious tcsting. Tbc implication is that additional 
impaaS would. therefore. be of IKI c o n  H m v e r .  kums mC impanS of prcvious 
taing were so subsramial. it d d  6ccm mat any additional impad. m e s s  of how 
d l ,  may be significant. Tbc FEISsbould discus tbe r a t i d  why this would not be the 
c8s. 

lpape 4-175. Section 4.&3. Soils. Lk-S  16-24 punba dimmion is medal on the 
of radioactive material by plants and animals. particulariy bcrbi-. It i s  m.sonablc to 
assumc that radioaaive material may d t e  in animals which feed on u m t a m h d  
plants. Thus. the FEIS should disruss long-term effats of dioacCivc material accumulation 
in animals in p t e r  detail. For example, is reproduction and Rcruitmern a f f d  by 
increased d o a c t i v e  levels and, if so, to what d e p ?  Results of surveys and mearch 
projects on soils should be included in the discussion in l i  s 3 3 .  We suggest thc FEIS 
identify and d m  alternative methods for cleaning soils. including rcplacuncnt of topsoil 
and cryptogamic crusts. 

? 
9 
1 

‘I 

‘I 
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Paee 4-141. Seaion 4.1.5.1. Surface hv drolQgy Lioes 4-8 states Forty Mile Canyon carries 
runoff beyond the NTS boundaries to the Amargosa Desert and Death Valley, California. 
The effect of perturbations on the NTS m organisms of special concern in thox locations 
should be provided in the Biological Resources Sections. 

b e e  4-146. Section 4.1.5.1. Surface Hvdrology The DJ3S does not explain in lins 6-7 
why two of the nine springs on the NTS were not sampled. Considering these springs are a 
water source for wildlife. the FEIS should ideati& the potential effects to species which 
consume water at these SOUIUS. A discusion on levels of tritium in the samples and why 
they were not included in the analysis should k discussed. 

Page 4-147. Line 21 The DEIS states all active containment ponds are fenced and posted 
with radiological warning signs. The FElS should address the level of access to these ponds 
by various species of wildlife. We m particularly concerned with access by the threatened 
desen tortoise and migratory birds. ThC FEIS &odd clarify what is meant by the term, 
"annual average of gross beta analyses" from each samplii location. How does this relate 
to wildlife that may m e  d o  contact with thes warn?  what is the risk to various wildlife 

This inforlnation which is 
apparently not in the DEIS. should be provided in the FEIS. These comments relate to lines 
31 to 33 on page 4-219. which mention the 230 w 
Test Range. and NAFR Complex as well. 

Panes 4-149 Lines 27-31 state, in gcoaal. the effects of punping NTS water supply wells is 
wnccntratcd withina distance of a few thousand feel of the opaaring wells and tbat the 

are significant impads in orhcr locations; whether the cone of depression around these wells 
have been mapped, or whaher there are any biological C~SOUIC~S in the vicinity of the wells 
tbatwuldbe affeucd by pumping. 

b e e  4-150. Section 4.1.5.2. Groundwater The discussion on lins 17-25 states the 
doamgradient subsurfBce discbargc to Frmfhman Flat may have been a f € d .  However, 
we could not locate any discussion of the impacts to biological resounrs associared with 
Frenchman Flat. Such i n f o d o n  should be provided in the FEIS. 

Paee 4-162 Lines 3@32 state whcn large vohuns of grouad water were pumped from the 
vicinity of the Cambric site cavity. migration of tritium and noble gases via ground watcr 
flow was possible. However, no information was provided on where conrnminatcd ground 
water may have gone or when it is now likely to be located. Lines 1 and 2 on page 4-163 
state there are three known nuclear test locations wbere the regional carbonate aquifer has 
been affected by radionuclides, but M information is provided on the levels of radionuclides 

groups. Such as amphibians, reptiles. birds. and small mammals. 

. 
-d areas on the NTS, Tonopah 

impact is not considered s igni f i i  in five I o c a t i O I s .  The FEIS should state whdher thuc 
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in these lodtions or what the potential effects are. Line 20 states that nonradioactive 
materials m the subsurface at NTS include rmm- metals, organic compounds, and 
drilling produuS. However, specific identification of these materials and their potential toxic 
effects, if any. are not listed. lhis information should be provided in the FEIS. 

Paee 4-170. Section 4.1.6. Bioloeical Rcsourrrs. Table 4-30 . The bald eagle (Haliaecncc 
Inrcoecphalus) was nclassificd to threatened in the lower 48 states on July 12,1995 (60 
Fcdeal Register 36000). 

With publication of the new candidate  tic^. the only category 1 fandidate lmowo from the 
NTS. Beatley's astragalus (Asrmgalus beuf&y&) has Lb& removed from the l i i  of 
candidates. However, as with other spccies of concern, the Smicc will continue to pack the 
species' status trends and threats to survival. 

Pages 4-174 Lines 3 and4 state mosf natural springs are on the- and mountains in the 
northem part of the NTS. If any other spring are located in valley bottoms and arc affated 
by ground water levels, the FEIS should provide this information because curfern and fume 
pumping of ground water on the NTS may aEect thsc springs. 

page 4-171 Lines 7-9 state many of the birds on the NTS, hluding almost all of the 
wamfowl and shorebirds, use the playas in F r e h  and Yucca Flat weapons test basin. 
anifiial ponds and springs. and scarage lagoons during migration and/or during winter. No 
information is provided. however, on whahcr data bas been collmcd on exposure of these 
arganismS to radiouuclides or other cont . 's and the potential effects tkzrefrom. This 
infomation should k provided in the FEIS. 

Paees 4-2u) and 221 The Section on ccdlogical studies d o n  monito- plana and 
animals on the NTS to assess changes over time in mcir ecological conditions. However, no 
information is p videdon the d t s  of these stodisand no documem or study reports are 
nfrrenced. Tbc FEISsbould .summrh Ikrrsulu of these studies as specified in Section 
1502.21 in the Courmil on Environmemal Quality's Rr@ations for Implunenting the NEF'A 

F'aee 4-221. Scaion4.1.11. ocnmah '0x4 and Pub Lic Health and Safetv/Radiition. Lines 3- 
- 5 .  The -ion of the tortoises m the Rock Valley study enclosure should include the 
determination by the Service that these tortoises are considered pre-ESA and. tbmfore, not 
pruteced d e r  the ESA. When hatchlibgs, these tortoises were confmed to the enclosures 
by a barrier and isolated from the wild population. "his event arumd prior to listing of 
the tortoise under the ESA. However, marking and measuring free-roaming tortoises may be 
in violation of section 9 of the ESA unless authoriud under Sections 7 or 10. 

(CEQ Regulations). 
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Page 4-278. Won 4.5. Eldorado Vallq The Eldorado Valley Land Act. Public Law 85- 
339 as amended, authorized the conveyance of 126,775 acres of Bureau of Land Management 
lands in the Eldorado Valley to the Colorado River Commission of Nevada. In 1995, 
107.412 a c m  of these lands, which includes 69.930 acm of the Piute-Eldorado Critical 
Habitat Unit (CHV) for the desert tortoise. were transferred to the Boulder City govanmen!. 
Furthermore, approximately 85,617 acres of the bansfmed Lands. including 65,256 acm of 
desert tortoise critical habitat. are behg managed according to a comervation easemmt 
granted by Boulder City to Clark county for at least the next 50 years. Thc comervation 
easement requires that the 85.617 acres of land be managed for the conservation, protection, 
restoration, and enhancement of the dsert t o M i a  and its habitat. Boulder City is 
rsponsible for supervising and regulating activities authorircd or permitted within the area. 
This information should be incorporated imo thc FEIS. 

papc 4-287. Section 4.5.6 . Bioloeical Res0 UICQ The Eldorado Valley Solar Enterprise 
Zone occurs immediately adjacent to the Piute-Eldorado CHU and is ormpied by desen 
tonoise. The Dry Lake Valley Solar Enterprise Zone is immediately adjacem to the Mormon 
Mesa CHU and the Coyote Springs Solar Emcrprisc Zone occurs within the Mormon Mesa 
CHU. If any proposed project actions in these areas affect the descrt tortoise. fonnal 
consultation with the Service under section 7 of Uu ESA may be raquirrd. 

paee 5-37. Section 5.1.1. 5.2. Grouadwatcr. 'Ihe FEiS should huthcr diwws podndial 
advme impacts to biological CCSOUIC~S from large scale ground water withdrawals. In 
particular. project effects to hydrophytic vegaation. aquatic invertebrates. and desert 
organisms dcpendem on isolated water s 0 u x - e ~  where spring discharge rates w l d  be 
rrduced and water quality impairrd should be idcntifd. 

Linc 33 of this section states that the p d i i  of soils and other conmudion actions could 
alter slightly thc quantity and quality of runoff. However. the sjgnificaace of the impact 
would depend in part on tbc Bmoum of gradiing (hat w89 done. AltcratiorrS of drainages. 
including those on alluvial fans. may significarmy a k a  d o w n g r a d i  vgetation. indudhg 
plant species composition and abundance associated with the% communities. Thcsc impans 
should bediscussed in the FEE. 

Pap- 5 Regding mC altanative 
energy project proposed under the Nondefense RcKarrh and Lkvelopmat Program. we 
understand additional environmental analysis would be undertaken before a deciision would be 
made on this proposed project. However, some project features and potential impads should 
be discussed in the FEIS. 'Ihe discussion should also include the four technologies being 
considered for development, the typcs of habitat to be c l d ,  and the potential for i n d k t  
impacts. such as habitat fragmentation and disruption of wildlife movement corridors. . 

. .  -161 to 5-166. Sectian 5.3.1.6. B W  
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paee 5-282. W a n  5 .5 .3&Qy~te  So r i m s  Vallev. 
pumping and use of any ground water upgradimt from the Muddy River warm -s 
systcm should be retvaluated because the Moapa dace and several spsies of special collccrn 
may k impacted. If pumping may sdvmcly affect any listed species. consultation pursuant 
to section 7 of the ESA may be requind. 

- The proposal for 

V t l  ix . 3- Regardingstate 
Route NV-10 Southan Route 5 .  we object to this route due to its proximity to Ash Meadows 
NWR which provides critical habitat for numrrous listed speck. Also. State Route 373 is 
not a heavy haul road. 

42 . .  . ; e e  Act of 1966. 
Y.S.C. 668dd. (public Law 91-135. as amend ed) The following text should be added in the 
FEIS to reflect the intcm of this law: 

The National Wildlife Refuge System Adminisvation Act of 1966 provides guidelinCs 
and directives for the administration and management of all lands within the system, 
including "wildlife rehges, arcas for the protection and conservation of fish and 
wildlife that BX Uueatatcd with extklion. wildlife rasgcs, game ranges. wildlife 
management arcas, or warmfowl production -.* Tbc Secretary of Interior is 
authoxiztd to pennil by reguhtiom tbc use of any BRB within the system provided 
"such uss are compatible with the major purposes for which such areas were 
established.' . 

Mimatow Bird Tmw Act of 1 9 1 8 . . C .  703 et s & .  ta 55 Tbt following text 
should be added in the FElS t o m  acumtely reflstthc intmtof this law: 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 establisbts a prohibition, unless pamitted by 
regulation. to "pursue, hunr. take, capture. kill, attempt to take. cupanc. or till. 
posses... at any time. or in any manner, any migratory bird. included in the tam of 
this convention ... for the proteaion of migratory birds .. .. 01 any part. nst. 01 %g 

of any such bird." 

B a l d a n d G & k & - & X  k eaion Act. 16 U.S.C. 6 4 4 - l  - n e  PW 
name of chis law is thc 'Bald Eagle Rocstion Act of 1940.' Tbc ScnticC rsommendS the 
following text to more eccxlratcly mflect the intcnt of this law: 

The Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940 protsu  bald and golden cagks by prohibiting 
the w. pwcssion. and oommmr of such birds and establisbcs civil @tis for 

' violation of this Act. 
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Aooendix E. W o n  E.2.6. Paec E19 to 525. B ioloeical Rcsounrs The critrria 
established to evaluate potential impacls rcsulling from the various activities should include 
an evaluation of the WE'S kgal mponsibilities under thc Migratory Bird Tmty Act 
(MBTA) or the Bald Eagle R o t d o n  Act (BEPA) idthe mS. While evaluating impacu u, 
babitat. populations, and individuals of threatened or cndangemd speck is proper, Ihc , 
MBTA and BEPA provide protection to individuals of thse species. 

Volume 2. F W  for Resou TCC Manse-t Plan. Paee 1-2. Section 1.3. Po licv and 
procedures Section 7(a)(l) of chc ESA r c q u h  all Fedcral agencies to carry out progmm 
for the conservation of threatened and cndangercd species. Maay F e d d  agencies also have 
policies for comervation and management of d i t c  species. species of special C O I Y X ~ ,  

and other sensitive species. If tbe DOE has such policies, thcy should be d d  or a 
stabmmt sbould k given in the FEIS hat  no such policies exist. 

Paec 4-6 Thc DEB states rhc WE'S goal for biological rrsou~cc( is to maintain habitat and 
ecosystem procsses occdcd IO support viable populations of all native plams and animals. 
However, rbc status. disbibntion. aDd life histories of many spccies of plans and wildlife a 
not well known. 'Ibus, the implementation of a project activity, such as an increase in land 
use. could be underestimattd and have a long Em impact beyond acceptable levels. 
Guidelines should be incoTporated into tbe Rsourrr Management Plan to adquatcly 
conserve all aaflllal -IUS on the NTS. 

Pam 2-7. Lim I4  The taxonomic namc for Beatley milkvach is Asfrugalus bea&kyae and 
not Asrrugalus badly. Tbii sbould be wmcted in the FEIS. 

Thank you for the opporolnity to comment. 

Sinarcly, 

Patricia Sandenon Pon 
Regional Environmental officer 
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April 24, 1996 

ER 96/0065 

Carol M. Borgstrw, Director 
Office of Policy and Assistance 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Attention: s a  PEIS 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Ms. Borgstrom: 

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft 

Off-Site Locations in the State of Nevada (Test Site). The 
following connnents are provided for your information and 
consideration when preparing the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement ( F E E ) .  

. Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the NwadaTest Site and 

The Test site is comprised of public lands withdrawn by the 
Secretary of the Interior. who has contiirdng responsibilities 
at the Test Site, for a specific use. The original order (PLO 
No. 805) withdrew lands for weapons testing. Prior to the 1992 
moratorium, nuclear weapons testing was tine Test Site's 
primary mission. 

The draft EIS acknowledges that other activities are now taking 
place and expansion of other activities is being considered. A 

, substantial change in use would require a new withdrawal. 
same is true for the public land orders that withdrew public land 
for the Shoal Project and the Central Nevada Test Area. 

This Draft EIS discusses activities which have occurred, are 
occurring now. and which may occur in future at the Test Site. 
Since an EIS is prepared for a specific purpose/project. the 
purpose of t h i s  draft EIS is not clear. 
to change the four public land orders which established the 
Test Site. 

It has long been the practice of the Department of the Interior to 
specify the use and the administering agency when withdrawing 
land. Prior to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 

. 
The 

. 1  

It does not address need 
2 
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Remediation and restoration of MIE's facilities are to be 
coordinated with BLM as the majority of these sites are adjacent 
to BLM managed public lands. ~ n y  restoration activities that 
identify releases or contamination off-site which impact or 
threaten to impact BLM managed lands should be brought to the 
.immediate attention of BLM. 

. '  
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Discussions of the Shoal and Central Nevada Test Area cover 
groundwater contamination. 
studies revealed a higher probability of contaminant migration 
than previously assumed at the Central Nevada Test Area. 

This is insufficient information from which.to draw appropriate 
conclusions or recomendations. 
remediation. 
monitoring is a commitment to infinity or until a new, unknown 
technology to remediate these sites is discovered. 

If monitoring shows contamination beyond the withdrawal 
boundaries, expansion of the withdrawal areas should be re- 
evaluated. 

Recent studies by USGS at the Beatty facility indicate that a 
tritium and carbon 14 soil gas plume is moving at a greater rate 

this issue at all of these sites? Are the monitoring methods 
and existing well networks being adjusted to address this issue? 

We reconrmend this issue be addressed for those sites where soil 
gas migration could easily impact BLM managed lands such as Shoal 
and the Central Nevada Test Area. If such a plume is detected, 
BLM is to be notified, and either remediation plans or re- 
evaluation of withdrawal boundaries will be required. 

The EIS indicates that recent field 

Monitoring contamination is not 
Since the sites are permanently contaminated. 

. than groundwater contamination. What are you doing to address 

2 
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m y  of the proposed offsite activities should be addressed on an 
eco-regional basis due to the surface disturbance and water needs. 
Each basin in Nevada has unique ecological diversity wherein 
disturbances can pe-ently alter the fragile balance found in 
the great basin and mojave deserts. 

If you have questions contact Dennis Samuelson at 702-785-6532 or 
Sue Skinner at (702-785-6570)..at the Bureau of Land Management 
Nevada State Office, Reno, Nevada. 

Bxecutive S U m m a N  

Page 8-13, lines 27-18, describe coyote Springs Valley Region 
as a "designated wilderness management area. by BLK. This region 
has some areas managed by ELM as wilderness until such time as 
'Congress designates them as wilderness or releases them for other 
uses. None of the study areas has. to date, been designated by 
Congress as wilderness. (contact Dawna Ferris, BLM Caliente Field 
Station, 702-726-8129) 

volume 1, Chapters 1-9, Part A Chapter 4.0, Affected 
Environment 

Page 4-9. Section 4.1.1.1 Public Land Orders and 
withbrawale, line 13 - How was the management of the area 
withdrawn by Public Land Order ( P M )  No. 1662 delegated to the 
Air Force? BLM records show PLO 1662 still in effect with DOE as 
the administering agency. 

Page 4-9, Section 4.1.1.1 Public Land O r d e r s  & 
withdrawals, entire Section - A t  the time the 1983 withdrawal 
review was conducted, weapons testing was the primary use. 
However, this review was never forwarded to the Secretary of the 
Interior and to Congress in accordance with Section 204(l).of the 
Federal Land Policy and Hanagement Act of 1976. (As a matter of 
fact, no review of any withdrawal. regardless of agency, has been 
forwarded to Congress as mandated). 

Consequently, this review needs to be updated. .The 100-year term 
was based on the fact that if nuclear weapons testing were to 
cease, the lands would remain withdrawn for public health and 
safety reasons due to contamination. 

Page 4-121.  Section 4.2 Tonopah Test Range, line 3 - Should 
the 624 acres be 624 square miles? See section 4.2.1.1 

Page 4-228, Section 4.2-1.1 Public Land Ordorm and 
withdrawale, entire Section - The lands comprising the 
Tonopah Test Range are within the Nellis Range Complex. The 

3 
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Nellis Range was re-withdrawn by Public Law 99-606 in 1986. 
withdrawal expires in 2001, unless it is extended by Congress. 

This h3 I 
B 

Nevada Teat Site - Under Alternatives 3 & 4, there would be a 
substantial change in use at the Test Site, which would require a 
new withdrawal. This was the case with the Department of Energy 
WIPP site in New Mexico ( 
No. 91-5387, D.C. Cir.). %ec&%e%%%va :&%in use 
requires a new withdrawal. (Alternatives 1 & 2 may also be a 
change in use, but further analysis is needed). 

14 

18 

Page 4-151, Section 4.3, Project Shoal &ea, lines 30-31 - 
The statement, 'The site was released by the Atomic Energy 
Conmission to the U.S. Bureau of Land Management in 1970 (DOE, 
1988)" is not accurate; it should be deleted. The withdrawal is 
still in place and B W  has determined through the withdrawal 
review process that we will not take this site back due to the 
contamination and liability issue. 

Since passage of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976, special land use permits can no longer be issued to Federal 
agencies for use of public lands. Use of public lands by Federal 
agencies can only be authorized by withdrawal, right-of-way, or 
cooperative agreement. 

Page 4-252, line 13 - There are no public highways on the Shoal 
site as such; the area is crossed by numerous roads frequently 15 I used by the public for access to surrounding public lands. 

I*) 
17 

Page 4-252, Section 4.3.1.1 Public Land Orders and 
Wi+hilraoRllEr entire section - BLM records show that the 
Project Shoal area was withdrawn by the Secretary of the Interior 
on September 6, 1962, under PLO No. 2771 (2,560 acres). This 
order is still in effect. 
All special land use permits have expired or have been cancelled. 
We have no record of special land use permit being extended to the 
year 2007 (qage 4-!54. lines 3 h 4). like to see 

of ths oqR!lL. 

21 

Page 4-266. Section 4.4.1.1 Public Land Orders and 
withdrawals, entire section - BLM records show that the 
Central Nevada Test Area was withdrawn by the Secretary of the 
Interior on December 6, 1967. under PLO No. 4338. This 640-acre 
withdrawal was for Project Faultless detonation site. The 
Secretary of the Interior also withdrew two additional parcels on 
December 12, 1969, under PLO No. 4748 (1,920 acres). These two 
orders are still in effect. 

In 1984, as result of a BLM review, DOE indicated these 
withdrawals should be continued. 
have expired or have been cancelled. 

22 I Nevada Test Area is now within the Toiyabe National Forest. a 1  special land use permits 
A portion of the Central 

4 
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Page 4-270, Section 4.5 Eldorado Valley, lines 31 to 33 - 
On July 9, 1995, 107,412.24 acres were patented to the State of 

City. 
. 23 1 Nevada. The State subsequently transferred the lands to Boulder 

5 
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The DEIS uses technical tenns which may 
be unfamiliar to persons not versed in the fields of nuclear 
physics or nuclear waste management. Many such terms either are 
not defined, are defined in technical tenus, or have explanations 
scattered throughout the DEIS. 

6 

40 

41 I 
42 

FEDERAL AGENCY 3 (CONTINUED) 

however, the PEIS should discuss whether wastes are contained or 
prepared in 
any manner before they are placed in pits and trenches and covered 
with soil. 

This canrment relates to the discussions of shallow land 
radioactive waste disposal, crater disposal, and greater 
.confinement disposal in Chapter 4. 

An activity within the Defense program under Alternative 3 in 
Chapter 3 calls for construction of a generic, heavy industrial 
site. The FEIS should discuss what heavy industry would be 
accommodated. This section also should list rocket motor 
destruction since this activity is already discussed in the 
Evaluation of Alternatives Section. 

Appendix A lists proposed Defense prosram tests under Alternative 
3: however, what the smoke obscuration operations or thermal and 
climatic tests may involve needs to be adclressed. Each activitv 
to-be pursued in Chapter 2 and ABpMdrx * A needs to be described- in 

the uninformed reader. 
sufficient detail to ensure what is proposed to occur is clear to 

On March 15. 1996, the bpartment of Energy 
(DOE) provided the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) with copy 
of a memorandum concerning developnent of the preferred 
alternative to be presented in the =IS. 

This memorandum states the HPS EIS schedule had been modified and 
the FEIS was scheduled to be released on Hay 17, 1996. 
Furthemore, the memorandum states the Nl'S EIS Technical Working 
Groups would begin developing the preferred alternative to be 
presented in the FEIS and this alternative likely wuld be a 
hybrid created by selecting specific uses from the alternatives 
analyzed. 

Development and approval of the preferred alternative was 
scheduled for March 28,  1996, after which it would be provided to 
DOE headguarters integration team for review and approval. 
process inplies public and agency comaaents would not be considered 
in selecting the preferred alternative or in development of the 
FEIS. 

This 

The preferred altemative selection grocess should be 
explained in the FEIS. 

The DEIS does not present an overall evaluation of 

resulting from past, present, or future activities. At several 
points, the DEIS references studies which have been performed on 
the KTS to address this question. 

However., the FEIS needs to sunanarize what is hown about past 
activities, present the impacts related to current activities. and 

471 -1 (radiological and chemical) impacts to biota 

.project potential irqxict of future activities. Such information ' 

7 
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pursuant to section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Activities that 
may affect these springs should be described in more detail, and 
if the springs are to be modified in any way, the potential need 
for a Corps permit should be stated. 

49 

is particularly important for the Yucca Flat weapons test basin, 
Frenchman Flat, Plutonium Valley and other locations in the 
western and northwestern parts of the facility. 

Because impacts to wildlife populations have occurred from past 
and ongoing activities, the PEIS should also provide information 
on how long radiation could affect wildlife and describe any 
impacts from other contaminants for each alternative. 

cormrmnities have been provided in both Chapter 4 Affected 
Only brief general descriptions of plant 

Environment and Chapter 5 Environmental Consequences and generally 
throughout the DEIS. The FEIS needs to address the acres of each 

wouId be affected by various alternatives. This information is 
needed for assessing the overall impacts to these communities and 
their associated wildlife. 

50 plant community that is either currently on the project sites or I 

51 

The DEIS indicates ephemeral flows occasionally form ponds on 
several playas found on the NPS. The PEIS should provide 
information on 1) the length of time this water remains, 2)  the 
extent to which the playas are used by migratory shorebirds, and 
3 )  the potential for migratory birds using the playas to be 
exposed to radionuclides and other contaminants. 

~ 

54 

55 

56 

We are particularly interested in the potential for such springs 
to support endemic invertebrates and for alternative 3 ,  which 
would involve substantial increases in groundwater pumping, to 
affect such invertebrates. 

chapter 5 does not adequately address impacts to biological 
resources resulting from extensive surface disturbance and removal 
of native vegetation. Such activities, if done during the avian 
breeding season, likely would kill individuals andlor destroy 
nests and nest contents of migratory birds protected under the 
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Other activities may expose birds to drilling mud. surfactant in 
drill sumps constructed for monitoring wells, or other 
contaminated surface waters. Protected species include, but are 
not limited to, passerines, waterfowl, hawks, and owls. The FEIS 
should discuss the resulting impacts, and mitigation measures 
should be developed to prevent migratory bird mortalities. 

8 
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m y  sections in Chapter 5 state various effects would not have a 
negative impact on the viability of most species found in this 
area. Although this is likely true for species overall, the 
viability of populations nray be adversely affected. 
viability should be discussed in the FEIS. 

several sections on biological resources in Chapter 5 indicate 
much of the land to be cleared for the Environmental Restoration 
Program would be stabilized and!or revegetated. We fully support 
such measures to restore contauuna ted sites on NPS. However, the 
FEIS should discuss the problems associated with clearing 
vegetation from desert soils. 

These problems include length of time for the area to revegetate 
on its own, air quality problems associated with expansive areas 
of non-vegetated land, and movement of sediments onto adjacent 
playas that may adversely affect the ecology of the playa. 

The effect on 

I Revegetation of Mojave Desert lands also is problematic. As we 
are A w a r e  of any-successful revegetation that actually restores 
the native plant community, the FEIS should reference examples and 
discuss impacts associated with such mitigation measures. 

SD ' In reference to sections on 
candidate species, the Service no longer maintains a list of 
category 1 and 2 candidate species (see Notice of Review, dated 
February 28, 1996, 61 FR 7595). 

In place of these two categories, a single candidate category has 
been established. It includes species for which the Service has 
on file sufficient information on biological vulnerability and 
threat(s) to support issuance of a proposed rule to list the 
species as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973, as amended (ESA) . 
Such species were identified as category 1 candidates in earlier 
candidate notices of review. 
candidates in earlier notices of review are no longer regarded as 
candidates for listing under the new policy. 

The Service remains concerned about the former candidate species 
(now infonnally known as 'Species of Concern'), and recognizes 
further biological research and field study are needed to resolve 
the conservation concerns for these taxa. Even though many of 
these Species of Concern may eventually be found not to warrant 
listing as threatened or endangered under the ESA, others may 
become candidates for listing in the future. 

Species identified as category 2 

62 

Throughout Chapter 5, the DEIS states various candidate plants 
(now Species of Concern) may be adversely affected by project 
alternatives. The FEIS needs to provide information on the extent 
of these plant populations in relation to the status of the 
species over its range. 

9 
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67 

Several sections of the FEIS indicate DOE groundwater withdrawals 
in Yucca Flat have exceeded the published perennial yield. 
FEIS should address potential long-term implications of this 
exceedence, particularly for sensitive biological resources in Ash 
Meadows, Devils Hole. and the Death Valley NwRs. 

For example, the Ash Meadows NWR supports four fish species, one 
invertebrate species, and seven plant species which are listed as 
threatened or endangered and protected by the ESA. Additionally, 
critical habitat has been designated for these species. 

Potential imgacts to these species and their critical habitat as 
a result of groundwater contamination and how DOE can coordinate 
with appropriate land managers to monitor groundwater quality 
which may affect ESA listed species downgradient of the NTS should 
be discussed. 

The 

65 

70 

Potential adverse impacts near the west boundaxy of the Desert 
National Wildlife Range from the Spill Test Facility have not been 
sufficiently addressed. 
transportation routes that would be in close proximity to Ash 
Meadows and possibly Desert NWRs. 
addressed in the FEIS. 

Some sections of the DEIS indicate m c t s  to resources on refuges 
may be minor. 
any activity is prohibited on Service land unless it is 
specifically approved. 

We also are concerned about the proposed 

These concerns should be 

Under the Refuge Administration Act of 1966, 

The method used to evaluate cumulative effects 
appears to have evaluated the significance of DOE'S projects 
instead of the cumulative contribution of the imgacts themselves. 
Therefore, DOE determines they are an insignificant contributor. 

The FEIS needs to explain what the contribution of DOE activities 
means in tern of total impacts. If activities of other entities 
result in a close-to-significant impact in the area, DOE 
activities may raise cumulative impacts to a level of 

10 
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significance. 
reevaluated in the FEIS. 

The cumulative effects section should be fully 

72 

73 

74 

751 
7( 

77 

78 

The section on cumulative effects to biological resources also is 
inadeguate. It discusses impacts only to the desert tortoise, and 
the cumulative effects analyses should be m e d  to include 
other biological resources. 

They include but are not limited to specific vegetation types, 
important groups of wildlife such as migratory birds, and species 
of special concern. 

References Although inventories, studies, and effects of various 
perturbations on physical and biological subjects are referenced 
throughout the DEIS, few bibliographic references are provided. 

For example, Section 4.1.4.2, Geology: Radiological Sources in 
Soil (page 4-135, line 19) refers to a comprehensive study of a 
contaminated portion of Area 13 of the Nellis Air Force Range 
(NAFR) Complex. Lines 21 and 22 mention research on the uptake of 
radioactive material by plants, but do not provide a summafy and a 
bibliographic reference. 

The FEIS needs to provide a reference for determining 1) when, 
where, and by whom the research was conducted. 2) the validity of 
the research, and 3 )  the title of the research document to examine 
for further informtion. The FEIS also needs to document sources 
and references. 

SPECIFIC COHHXNTS 

2-2. -eq 18-1p A programmatic 
section 7 consultation under the ESA is in progress. 
the effects on the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) from DOE 
programs on the Nevada Test Site (NTS) as described in Alternative 
3 of the DEIS. 
considered in Alternative 3 may not be covered under the 
biological opinion when issued and may require re-initiation of 
consultation. 

paae 2-21. S P ~ ~ ~ Q D  2.5.6.1. --- 
Bs Regarding the release of radioactive 

It analyzes 

Activities proposed on the m.5 which are not 

material, the DEIS states the effective dose equivalent would not 
exceed 25 millirems per year to any menber of the public. 
though DOE may not have an objective dose limit for plants and 
wildlife, the FEIS should describe how effective dose. equivalent 
levels for plants and animals would be monitored. 

Even 

The tern 'reasonable effort' and .as low as reasonably 
79 achievable' in the last sentence should be defined more I specifically. 

11  
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94 

E w e  3-36. Serrion 3.3. Q.mm&sm of 
Lines 2 and 3 state additional Defense 

Program impacts under the alternatives considered in the DEIS are 

implication is that additional impacts would, therefore, be of no 
concern. However, because the impacts of previous testing were so 
substantial, it would seem that any additional impact, regardless 
of how small, may be significant. 
rationale why this would not be the case. 

. small in comparison to the impacts of previous testing. The 

The FEIS should discuss the 
8o I 

Baes 4-149 Lines 27-31 state, in'general, the effects of pumping 
NTS water supply wells is concentrated within a distance of a few 
thousand feet of the operating wells and that the impact is not 
considered significant in five locations. 

The FEIS should state whether there are significant impacts in 
other locations; whether the cone of depression around these wells 
has been mapped, or whether there are any biological resources in 
the-vicinity of the wells that could be affected by pumping. 

B u e  4-150.- 
17-25 states the downgradient subsurface discharge to Frenchman 
Flat may have been affected. 
discussion of the impacts to biological resources associated with 
Frenchman Flat. Such information should be provided in the FEIS. 

The discussion on lines 

However, we could not locate any 

81 I 

86 

82 

CP hvarelnsy Lines 4-8 states 
Forty Mile Canyon carries runoff beyond the NTS boundaries to.the 
Amargosa Desert and Death Valley, California. The effect of 
perturbations on the NTS to organisms of special concern in those 
locations should be provided in the Biological Resources sections. 

Paae 4-135. S=tion 4.1. 4.3. S-es 16 -24 Further 
discussion is needed on the uptake of radioactive material by 
plants and animals. particularly herbivores. It is reasonable to 
assume that radioactive material may accumulate in animals which 
feed on contaminated plants. Thus, the FEIS should discuss long- 
term effects of radioactive material accumulation in animals in 
greater detail. 

96 

97 

For example, is reproduction and recruitment affected by increased 
radioactive levels and, if so, to what degree? Results of surveys 
and research projects on soils should be included in.the 

discuss alternative methods for cleaning soils, including 
replacement of topsoil and cryptogamic crusts. 

8 3 1  
84 I discussion in lines 26-33. we suggest the FEIS identify and 

85 I 
Lines 1 and 2 on page 4-163 state there are three known nuclear. 
test locations where the regional carbonate aquifer has been 
affected by radionuclides, but no information is provided on the 
levels of radionuclides in these locations or what the potential 
effects are. 

Line 20 states that nonradioactive materials in the subsurface at 
NTS include numerous metals, organic compounds, and drilling 
products. However, specific identification of these materials and 
their potential toxic effects, if any, are not listed. This 
information should be provided in the FEIS. 

871 I 
88 

89 

. 90 

911 
92 

&UP 4-146. S e u . 1 .  SUEface H v m  The DEIS does not 
explain in lines 6-7 why two of the nine springs on the NTS were 
not sampled. Considering these springs are a water source for 
wildlife, the FEIS should identify the potential effects to 
species which consume water at these sources. A discussion on 
levels of tritium in the samples and why they were not included in 
the analysis should be discussed. 

Paae 4-147. L U  The DEIS states all active containment ponds 
are fenced and posted with radiological warning signs. 
should address the level of access to these ponds by various 
species of wildlife. We are particularly concerned with access by 
the threatened desert tortoise and migratory birds. 

The FEIS 

The FEIS should clarify what is meant by the term, 'annual average 
of gross beta analyses" from each sampling location. How does 
this relate to wildlife that may come into contact with these 
waters? What is the risk to various wildlife groups, such as 
amphibians, reptiles. birds, and small manunals? 

This information which is apparently not in the DEIS, should be 
provided in the FEIS. These comments relate to lines 31 to 33 on 

12  
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D o e  4 - u  
were pumped from the vicinity of the Cambric site cavity, 
migration of tritium and noble gases via groundwater flow was 
possible. 
contaminated groundwater may have gone or where it is now likely 
to be located. 

Lines 30-32 state when large volumes of groundwater 

However, no information was provided on where 

threatened in the lower 48 states on July 12, 1995 (60 Federal 
I Register 36000). 

With publication of the new candidate notice, the only category 1 
99 candidate known from the NTS, Beatley's astragalus (Astragalus 

beatleyae) has been removed from the list of candidates. However, 
as with other species of concern, the Service will continue to 
track the species' status trends and threats to swival. 

mesas and mountains in the northern part of the NTS. 
springs are located in valley bottoms and are affected by 
groundwater levels, the FEIS should provide this information 

I 
ues 4-174 Lines 3 and 4 state most natural springs are on the 

If any other 

1 3  
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because current and future pumping of grounhter on the ElTS may 
affect these springs. 

ppae 4-175 
including almost all of the waterfowl and shorebirds, use the 
playas in Frenchman and Yucca Flat weapons test bash, artificial 
ponds and springs, and sewage lagoons during migration and/or 
during winter. 
NO information is provided, however, on whether data have been 
collected on exposure of these organisms to radionuclides or other 
contaminants and potential effects therefram. This information 
should be provided in the FEIS. 

pases 4-220 and 221 The section on ecological studies mentions 
monitoring plants and animals on the ElTS to assess changes over 
time in their ecological conditions. However, no information is 
provided on the results of these studies and no documents or study 
reports are referenced. 

The FEIS should suarmarize results of these studies as specified in 
section 1502.21 in the Council on Environmental Quality's 
Regulations for Implementing the NEPA (CEQ Regulations). 

Lines 7-9 state many of the birds on the WTS, 

3-5. The discussion of tortoises in the * .  
Rock Valley study enclosure should include the determination by 
the Service that these tortoises are considered pre-ESA and, 
therefore, not protected under the ESA. When hatchlings, these 
tortoises were confined to the enclosures by a barrier and 
isolated from the wild population. 
listing of the tortoise under the ESA. However, marking and 
measuring free-roaming tortoises may be in violation of section 9 
of the ESA unless authorized under sections 7 or 10. 

a a e  4-278. Secpipn 4.5. The Eldorado Valley 
Land Act, Public Law 85-339 as amended, authorized the conveyance 
of 126,775 acres of Bureau of Land Management lands in the 
Eldorado Valley to the Colorado River Commission of Nevada. 

In 1995, 107,412 acres of these lands, which include 69,930 acres 
of the Piute-Eldorado Critical Habitat Unit (W) for the desert 
tortoise. were transferred to the Boulder City government. 

Furthermore. approximately 85,617 acres of the transferred lands, 
including 65,256 acres of desert tortoise critical habitat, are 
being managed according to a conservation easement gganted by 
Boulder City to Clark County for at least the next 50 years. The 
conservation easement requires that the 85,617 acres of land be 
managed for the conservation, protection, restoration, and 
enhancement of the desert tortoise and its habitat. 

This event occurred prior to 

14  
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Boulder C i t y  is responsible for supendsing and regulating 
activities authorized or permitted within the area. 
information should be incorporated into the =IS. 

paae 4-287. The Eldorado I 

valley Solar Enterprise Zone occurs inrmediately adjacent to the 
Piute-Eldorado W and is occupied by desert tortoise. The D q  
Lake Valley Solar Enterprise Zone is immediately adjacent to the 
Monnon Mesa CHU and the Coyote Springs Solar Enterprise Zone 
occurs within the Mormon &sa CHU. 
actions in these areas affect the desert tortoise, formal 
consultation with the Service under section 7 of the ESA may be 
required. 

w 5-37. S- The PEIS should 
further discuss potential adverse impacts to biological resources 
frcm large scale groundwater withdrawals. In particular, project 
effects to hydrophytic vegetation, aquatic invertebrates, and 
desert organisms dependent on isolated water sources where spring 
discharge rates would be reduced and water quality impaired should 
be identified. 

Line 33 of this section states that the grading of soils and other 
construction actions could alter slightly the quantity and quality 
of runoff. However, the significance of the impact would depend 
in part on the amount of grading done. Alterations of drainages, 
including those on alluvial fans, may eignificantly alter 
downgradient vegetation, including plant species composition and 
abundance associated with these communities. These m c t s  should 
be discussed in the FEIS. 

Regarding the alternative energy project proposed under the Non- 
defense Research and Development Program, we understand additional 
environmental analysis would be undertaken before a decision would 
be made on this proposed project. However, same project features 
and potential impacts should be discussed in the FEIS. 

The discussion should also include the four technologies being 
considered for developnent, the types of habitat to be cleared, 
and the potential for indirect iqmcts, such as habitat 
fragmentation and disruption of wildlife movement corridors. 

The proposal for pumping and use of any groundwater upgradient 
from the Muddy River warm springs system should be relevahated 
because the Moapa dace and several species of apeciac concern may 
be impacted. If pumping may adversely affect any listed species, 
consultation pursuant to section 7 of the BSA may be required. 

U Regarding State Route NV-10 Southern Route 5, we object to 
this route due to its proximity to Ash Meadows NWR which provides 

This 

. .  

If any proposed project 

EWPS 5-161 to 5 - 1 6 6 . - 5 . 3 . 1 . 6 *  
. .  

EZSS 5-282. S~PP 2 3 - 2 5  

1 .  
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1966 provides guidelines and directives for the 
administration and management of all lands within the system, 
including "wildlife refuges, areas for the protection and 
conservation of fish and wildlife that are threatened with 
extinction, wildlife ranges, game ranges, wildlife management 
areas, or waterfowl production areas: 

The Secretary of Interior is authorized to permit by 
regulations the use of any area within the system provided 
'such uses are compatible with the major purposes for which 
such areas were established.' 

1 

113 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 establishes a 
prohibition, unless permitted by regulation, to 'pursue, 
hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take. capture, or kill, 
possess.. . at any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird, 
included in the terms of this Convention ... for the 
protection of migratory birds ..., or any part, nest, or egg 
of any such bird.' 

~ 

The proper name of this law is the 'Bald Eagle 
Protection Act of 1940.' The Service recommends the following 
text to more accurately reflect the intent of this law: 

I The mld Eagle Protection Act of 1940 protects bald and 
golden eagles by prohibiting the taking, possession, and 
commerce of such birds and establishes civil penalties tor 
violation of this Act. 

E. SecCion.6. Paae E-19 to E-25. Bi- 
WourceS The criteria established to evaluate potential impacts 
resulting frcm the various activities should include an evaluation 
of DOE'S legal responsibilities under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) or the Bald Eagle Protection Act (BEPA) in the FEIS. 
While evaluating impacts to habitat, populations, and individuals 
of threatened or endangered species is proper, the MBTA and BEPA 
provide protection to individuals of these species. 

114 
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critical habitat for numerous listed species. Also, State Route 
373.i~ not a heavy haul road. 

C-10. N- SvStqD . .  
Act Of 1966. 42 U.S P 6 6 W .  C U  Law 91-132 

The following text should be added in the FEIS to 
reflect the intent of this law: 

Rea- Act of 16 U.S.C. 703 et sea.. 40 S t a L  
The following text should be added in the FEIS to more 

accurately reflect the intent of this law: 
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and Procedures Section 7(a) (1) of the ESA 
requires all Federal agencies to carry out programs for the 
conservation of threatened and endangered species. Many Federal 
agencies also have policies for conservation and management of 
candidate species, species of special concern, and other sensitive 
species. If DOE has such policies, they should be discussed or a 
statement should be given in the =IS that no such golicies exist. 

paae 4-6 The DEIS states WE's goal for biological resources is 
to maintain habitat and ecosystem processes needed to support 
viable populations of all native plants and animals. However, the 
status, distribution, and life histories of many species of plants 
and wildlife are not well known. 
project activity. such as an increase in land use, could be 
underestimated and have a long term impact beyond acceptable 
levels. 

Thus, the implementation of a 

Guidelines should be incorporated into the Resource Management 
Plan to adequately conserve all natural resources on the NTS. 

Bne14 The taxonomic raw for Beatley milkvetch is 
and not Astragalus badly. This should be 

I 2G 
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General: 

NPS is concerned that DOE'S proposed groundwater withdrawal. in 
combination with existing groundwater withdrawals in the Las Vegas 
area, may adversely reduce discharge at Lake Mead of Black Canyon 
springs and Aztec Spring (for example, as discussed at Page 5- 
200). 
The EIS should reconcile this concern with the knowledge that 
groundwater withdrawals in the Las Vegas basin exceed the rates 
of groundwater recharge. 

Death Valley is a regional groundwater sink'and constitutes the 
lowest elevations in the Death Valley Groundwater Plow System. 
The Death Valley Groundwater Flow System (DVGWPS) is defined as 
those areas where groundwater flow is toward Death Valley. The 
flow system is complex and contains several subsystems. 

we concur with the EIS's premise that much research has been 
completed on the hydrogeology, geology, and hydrology of the-NTS 
and its associated off-site locations. However, many researchers 
concur that much uncertainty attends the full understanding of the 
lxlGwFS due to geohydrologic complexities and large size of the 
aquifer system. 

NPS must take this uncertainty into account in protecting its I water rights and water-related resources, particularly in light of 
17 
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122 
Our concerns include any proposed activities which may result in 
possible groundwater contamination, such as those associated with 
up-gradient mining operations (i.e.. milling operations and 
tailings disposal). 

18 
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The NTS, Tonopah Test Range, and portions of the NAFR Complex are 
within the WGWFS and are up-gradient from Death Valley. 
groundwater-affecting activities in those management areas have 
potential to impact NPS water rights and water related resources 
and as such warrant a similar level of scrutiny. 

Underground nuclear testing in those management areas is 
established to have resulted in radionuclide contamination of the 
groundwater which is inextricably moving toward discharge points 
in Death Valley and at Devils Hole. As stated in the 04.1.5.2 of 
the EIS (regarding NTS): 'All potentially affected areas are 
located within the Death Valley flow system: 
ares and their future management are of concern to the NPS. 

Any 

These affected 

1.24 

125 

126 

127 

The Devils Hole area and its associated Endangered pupfish 
population is in proximity to the WS and is highly susceptible to 
impact from up-gradient activities. As noted in the EIS, a 
minimum water level at the Devils Hole pool has been established 
by Supreme Court order so as to protect the unique desert pupfish 
population. 
An independent study (by Brown and -, 1991 & 1995) indicates 
an unexplained. gradual pool decline at Devils Hole. Data 
analyses suggest a possible relationship between the declining 
pool level and pumping of Army Well No.1 and leads to questions 
concerning a possibly similar relationship from past heavy pumping 
from Production Well 5-12 conducted in support of an earlier 
nuclear rocket engine testing program. This issue should be 
addressed in the €IS. 

The EIS states that effects of NTS water withdrawals include 
lowering of water levels in the vicinity of WTS water supply wells 
and some localized changes in groundwater flow directions. The 
study by A w n  and thzrbin (quoted on page 4-167 of the EIS) was 
presented at the third annual Devils Hole Workshop (which NPS 
organized). NPS staff, as well as consultants to NPS, were not Fn 
complete agreement with the conclusions presented concerning the 
relationship of pumping at Army Well No. 1 to groundwater levels. 
We believe additional studies are warranted. NPS continues to 
implement projects. collect data, support research, and conduct 
studies investigating the probable cause of the decline of the 
Devil's Hole pool level. These or similar efforts should be 
identified in the EIS. 

We request analysis in the EIS of some key deficiencies in data, 
which have been recognized by the under Ground Test Area research 
team (under the leadership of ~ r .  Steve Lawrence). The EIS (Page 
S-19) states results of groundwater modeling indicate there will 
be no measurable contaminants from testing in areas not under 
control of the DOE or the U . S .  Air Force. 

This statement ostensibly contends there is agreement about high 
confidence levels in modeling. However. conclusions of recently I completed studies (D'Agnese, 1994; m i l l .  1995) indicate that 
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FEDERAL AGENCY 3 (CONTINUED) 

low evapo-transporation values for the Death Valley playa, as have 
been used by some investigators, preclude developing and applying 
reasonable DVGWFS mathematical models. 

If the postulates set forth by D'Agnese are correct, then 
adjustments will affect results of future modeling efforts-- 
necessitating higher rates of transmissivity and inflow from 
adjacent groundwater basins or flow systems. This potential data 
deficiency should be addressed in the EIS. and necessary means to 
acquire more representative data should be identified. 

m a e  mwifirp 
Page S-19 (lines 1-2): 
feet flow beneath the NTS and surrounding region. This number 
appears to be wcessive--we request information about how this 
quantity flow was calculated. - 
Page 3-43, Table 3-5: Impacts described refer to basin perennial 
yields and apparently are not 'environmental impacts." Basins 
where the described lands are located are parts of regional 
ground-water flow systems. 
impacts', the effects on the systems caused by current water use. 
increased water use, and reduced water use should be addressed, in 
other words, the effect on groundwater levels and natural 
discharge areas. 

Page 4-143 ('1 1): 
infer that wetlands have not been identified at the Ash Meadows 
National Wildlife Refuge. Actually, wetlands survey maps of the 
Ash Meadows area were completed by the U.S. Fish h Wildlife 
Service in 1991 and large acreages of wetlands have been 
identified. Clarification of this point would improve reader 
comprehension of the issues. 

It should also be mentioned that Texas, Nevares, and Travertine 
springs in Death Valley (also located downgradient from the NTS) 
provide a potable water supply for park visitors and for a 
privately-owned resort which includes restaurants, motels, hotels, 
and golf course. 

Page 4-149: We request that the statement 'In the western part of 
the Tonopah Test Range, it (the groundwater) flows toward the 
Oasis Valley and Sarcobatus discharge areas. be corroborated. The 
discussion implies Oasis Valley and Sarcobatus Flats constitute 
terminal discharge areas. 

Actually, presence of the very large Grapevine and smaller Sand, 
Johnson, Surprise. and Mesquite springs in northeastern Death 
Valley necessitates outflow of substantial quantities of 

The summary notes that 2.2 million acre- 

To describe the 'environmental 

The discussion tends to lead the reader to 
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FEDERAL AGENCY 3 (CONTINUED) 

groundwater into northern Death Valley. There is, to our 
knowledge. no recognized discharye area in Sarcobatus Flats. 

While the riparian area in lower Oasis valley undoubtedly accounts 
for some evapo-transpiration, the springs constitute the 'head 
waters' of the Amargosa River. The primarily subsurface flows 
along the course of the Amargosa River have been identified by the 
NPS as providing a significant contribution to the groundwater 
resources of Death Valley. 

Pages 4-149 (lines 11-22); 4-150 (lines 17-25) & Table 4-23: The 
perennial yields for each NTS hydrographic basin are discussed. 
Perennial basin yield was calculated in one of two ways: (1) one- 
half of the underflow, or (2) evapo-transpiration (ET) rate. 

Because most basins do not have ET areas, perennial yield includes 
groundwater moving as underflow from one basin to another. In 
other words, water is counted more than once. Thus, perennial 
yields, as presented in the EIS, imply there is much more water 
available for capture than what 'actually" is available. The 
'actual" perennial yield of all the basins in total is the rate of 
ET in the Amargosa Desert, about 24,000 afy. 

Other appropriations (including surface water appropriations in 
the Ash Meadows area) and groundwater withdrawals in the Amargosa 
Desert area should be included in this discussion to present a 
more accurate picture of the availability of groundwater for ~ 

capture. 

For an example of how water use information can be presented in 
a regional context, see DOE'S 1988 Yucca Mountain Site 
Characterization Plan, Chapt. 3, Hydrology. Moreover, there is 
more recent water-use data available which should be presented 
in the EIS.  

Page 4-149 (line 27): Seaber et al., 1995, is not listed in the 
references. 
Page 4-153: Although gmundwater flow rates have been estimated 
by some researchers to average from 2-200 meters per year, some 
uncertainty attends those estimations. 
workshops associated.with the evaluation of the proposed nuclear 
repository site at Yucca Mountain that such water estimations 
(based on carbon 14 analyses) may be askew due to the exchange of 
carbon molecules between the groundwater and older carbonate rocks 
it flows within. 

Also, groundwater flow rates accelerate substantially within up to 
20 miles of'major discharge areas such as at Ash Meadows and 
Devils Hole (Dettinger, 1989). This is cause for further NPS 
concern about proximity of some identified NTS contaminated 
groundwater plumes to that kea' of increased transmissivity 
surrounding Ash Meadows and Devils Hole, a point not currently 
identified or discussed in the EIS. 

7 

It has been pointed out in 
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Page 4-154 (line 281: 
about 9,000 acre-feet yearlfrom the Alkali Flat-Furnace Creek 
Ranch area (Rush, 19701. It should be clarified that this 
estimate is for the 'Pahute Mesa' system and includes 2,000 afy of 
ET in Oasis Valley. As we understand it, the 'Alkali-Flat Furnace 
Creek Ranch' system described by DOE in its 1988 site 
characterization plan does not include the ET in Oasis Valley. 

Page 4-154 (lines 30-311: 
m y  flow westward from the Amargosa Desert to springs in Death 
Valley. This may be interpreted to mean that 5,000 afy is the 
maximum amount of water thought to flow from Death Valley. 
However, Harrill and others (1988, USGS Hydrologic Atlas 694-C; 
and September 1991 addendum1 show subsurface flow from Amargosa 
Desert to Death Valley to range from 3,000 to 19,000 afy. 

Page 4-156 (line 4 ) :  Proper citation is lacking for the statement 
that .... some water does flow into the Alkali Flat-Furnace Creek 
Ranch area and discharges at springs near Furnace Creek Ranch.' 

Page 4-165 (lines 8-15): Federal reserved water rights for m S  
have not yet been decreed. It is our understanding, from reading 
case law and discussing same with lawyers within the Departments 
of the Interior and Justice, that typically the couzt (state or 
Federal) establishes the right, assigns a priority date (which is 
the date of the establishment of the reservation), and quantifies 
the right. 

State appropriative water rights which have priority dates older 
than that of reserved water rights (quantified or unquantified) 
are senior to the reserved rights. In other words, the reserved 
right is only for water unappropriated by others as of the date of 
the reservation. The right is also limited to the amount 
necessary for the purpose of the reservation. 

Death valley was established as a monument in 1933; reserved water 
rights for the park have not been adjudicated, except those 
attending Devils Hole. 
1952. 
senior to those of NTS. 

The NPS also has California appropriative water rights for 
regional springs in the Bark: Nevares Spring (License 4621, 
priority date February 17. 19391, and Texas spring (License 7854. 
priority date February 17. 19411. An unquantified part of the 
water issuing through these springs flows through the W E .  

Page 4-167 (lines 11-17): The United States reserved right for 
the Devils Hole pool level is subject to senior appropriations. 
The Nevada State Engineer is required by law to ensure that the 
pool level is not adversely affected by junior appropriators, that 

EIS states discharge is estimated to be 

EIS states that as much as 5,000 afy 

Devils Hole was established January 17, 
Water rights reserved to Death Valley would appear to be 
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FEDERAL AGENCY 3 (CONTINUED) 

is, that junior appropriations do not cause the pool level to fall 
below the court-mandated level. 

Page 4-241 (line 10) h Table 4-40: See comments pertaining to 
Pages 4-149 (lines 11-22) and 4-150 (lines 17-25) and Table 4-23, 
above. Also note that NPS has federal resewed rights for Death 
Valley proper, which have not yet been adjudicated, and California 
appropriative water rights at Unnamed Spring (Ranger Spring) 
(License 7577, Priority Date June 10, 1960). Mesquite Spring 
(License 7578, Priority Date July 13, 1960). and Unnamed 
Spring (formerly Surprise Spring) (License 10780, Priority Date 
February 17. 19641. 

Pages 4-285 h 4-286: Rush and Huxel (1966, p.171 noted that 
groundwater flows from the Eldorado Valley towards the Colorado 
River through Lake Mead National Recreation Area (Lake Mead). 

There are a number of hot and cold springs in this part of the 
Lake Mead area, particularly in the Black Canyon area downstream 
from Hoover Dam. 
discharge at a spring in Aztec Wash. 
reserved water rights for these springs. 

Laney (19811 postulated that the larger part of the water issuing 
from the springs in the Black Canyon area is groundwater underflow 
from Eldorado Valley. McKay and Ziarmerman (1983), however, found 
evidence insufficient to state that groundwater from the Eldorado 
Valley area affects the discharge from springs and the water 
chemistry of springs in Black Canyon. 

Page 4-298 (lines 12-22): R e c m e n d  defining the California Wash 
flow system with reference to Lake Mead. As noted in the EIS. the 
groundwater in the system flows into'the Muddy River. 
a right to water in the Muddy River with a priority date of 
December 1, 1937. 

Rights to water in the Muddy River were decreed by the Tenth 

According to the January 21, 1920, Order of Determination and the 
March 11, 1920, Rvther and Supplemental Order of Determination 
of the Nevada State Engineer, there is no water available for 
appropriation in Muddy River. its headwaters, sources of supply 
or tributaries. 

The court stated that Muddy River water is fully appropriated, 
including its tributaries and all sources of water to the river 
(which may be interpreted to include groundwater.) 

Page 4-312 (lines 27-28): Coyote Spring Valley generally is 
considered part of the White River groundwater flow system. 

Groundvater from Eldorado Valley m y  also 
NPS has unquantified 

NPS has 
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NPS is concerned that DOE'S proposed groundwater Withdrawal, in 
combination with existing groundwater withdrawals in the Muddy 
Springs area, may further reduce the discharge of Muddy River and 
the Rogers-Bluepoint Springs complex and thus injure Lake Mead's 
Water rights. 
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FEDERAL AGENCY 3 (CONTINUED) 

Pages 4-313 (lines 6-7):  EIS states groundwater in Coyote Spring 
Valley discharges in the Muday Springs area. As noted above. the 
water in mddy River is fully appropriated, including tributaries 
and all sources of water to the river (which may be interpreted to 
include groundwater). 

Part of the water issuing from the Rogers and Bluepoint Spring 
complex within Lake Mead in the Overton Arm area is thought to 
originate in the Muddy Springs area. The NPS has a Nevada state 
appropriative water right for Rogers Spring (priority date 
February 16, 1937) and unquantified reserved water rights to the 
springs. - 
Page 5-37 (lines 20-30): NPS appreciates DOE'S continued efforts 
to protect Endangered pupfish in Devils Hole and ensure that 
court-mandated pool level is maintained. However NPS is concerned 
that DOE'S NLS groundwater withdrawals, both existing and 
proposed, when combined with the existing groundwater withdrawals 
in the Amargosa Desert area, may adversely reduce the discharge of 
Death Valley springs and lower the pool level in Devils Hole. 

We request that a calibrated groundwater flow model be used to 
determine potential effects of.NTS' existing and proposed 
operations on Death Valley's water resources and water rights. 

Page 5-160: See discussion abwe for Pages 4-149 (lines 11-22), 
Pages 4-150 (lines 17-25) and Table 4-23. Appropriations and 
groundwater withdrawals in the Amargosa Desert area should be 
included in this discussion to present a more accurate picture of 
the availability of groundwater for capture. 

Again, the NPS is concerned that WE's grouudwater withdrawals at 
the Kps, existing and proposed, in combination with existing 
groundwater withdrawals in the Amargosa Desert area, may adversely 
reduce the discharge of Death Valley springs and lower the pool 
level in Devils Hole. 

Page 5-205: Surface water in Muddy River is fully appropriated, 
including its tributaries and all sources of water to the river 
(which may be interpreted to include groundwater.) 
Dry Lake Valley is tributary to the Muddy River. 

NPS is concerned that DOE'S proposed groundwater withdrawal. in 
combination with existing groundwater withdrawals in the Muddy 
Springs area, may further reduce the discharge of Muddy River and 
the Rogers-Bluepoint Springs complex and thus injure Lake Mead's 
water rights. 

Page 5-211: NPS contends Muddy River water is fully appropriated, 
including its tributaries and all sources of water to the river 

Groundwater in 
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ve 4 (-e Use of WL- 

Page 5-235: We reiterate our concerns as stated in discussion 
above for pages 5-37 and 5-160. 

Page 5-262: We reiterate our concerns as stated in discussion 
above for page 5-200. 

Page 5-264: We reiterate our concerns as stated in discussion 
above for page 5-205. 

Page 5-268: 
above for page 5-211. 

We reiterate our concerns as stated in discussion 

Page 7-6 (lines 9-11) : 
impacts to groundwater availability would be to purchase valid 
existing senior water rights in the flow system and change the 
place of use to the Nevada Test Site. 

kother possible means of mitigating 

164 

165 

166 

Page 7-6 (lines 13-17): 
groundwater withdrawals are implemented to ensure no con- tion 
releases beyond the NTS boundaries. Death Valley's water rights 
could be adversely injured. 

y e s  in groundwater discharge at natural discharge areas, 
lncluding Devils Hole (and Ash Meadows) as well as springs in 
Death Valley should be included in the impacts being considered. 

NPS is concerned that, if large-scale 

Page 3-5 (lines 18-21): NPS should be included, since nationally 
significant resources and major visitor usage exist at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area (to the east) and Death Valley National 
Park (to the west). 

If you or your staff have need for more information or if 
questions arise on these comments. contacts are: 
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Resource Management: Richard Anderson, Environmental Specialist or 
Me1 Essington, Mining Engineer at (619) 786-3251; Death Valley 
National Park. Water Rights\Water Resources: Owen Williams at 
(970) 225-3505; Chief, Water Resources Program, Denver. CO. 
Resource Hanagement\Water Resources: Mietek Kolipinski at (415) 
744-3955; Team Leader, Natural Resources and Research, Pacific 
Great Basin SSO. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

k Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 

cc: Director, OEPC. w/original incoming 
State Director, BLM, NV 
Regional Director. FWS, Portland 
Field Director, Pacific West Field Area 
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FEDERAL AGENCY 4 (CONTINUED) 

The discussion regarding potential environmental impacts 
associated with the new heavy industrial facilities proposed 
under Alternative 3 is similarly lacking in detail. As one 
example, p. 5-166 notes "There gaseous releases 
associated with new, large heavy industrial facilities.. 
(underline added). Bwever, the nature and probability of such 
gaseous releases is not identified for the reader. 
environmental inpacts associated with the new, large heavy 
industrial facilities are also not spelled out for the reader. 
Before agencies and the public can veigh the comparative merits 
of the rour alternatives, it is imperative that information 
concerning impacts and nitigation is available. 

 commend-: We strongly recommand that the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) devote considerably nore 
attention to'the environmental impacte and mitigation measures 
associated with the various proposals under Alternative 3, in 
particular the solar energy and heavy industrial facilities. 

Other 

FEDERAL AGENCY 4 (CONTINUED) 

MAY3 = 
L9m-onmr.m IDElll- nw 1m. 
m: Many of the environmental inpacts (and appropriate 
mitigation manures) associa+ed with increased activities under 
Alternative 3 are not clearly portrayed in the DEIS. 

-. The DEIS frankly adnits that Alternative 3 (Expanded 
use) will have significant environmental bpacts to the Nevada 
Test site (NT6) and other areas subject to future projects. For 
example, in tarms of water u88, Volume 1 (p. 5-160) indicates 

and.Deye1opment .that water demand for the Nondefense 

5 

Program .is likely to be large and would have a significant 
impact on the availability of the -at= basin..." 
similar vein p. 5-163 states that -pumping the large quantities 
of grounduater needing duriiq the operation phase of this project 
could impact off-site springs." 

One of the most significant projects proposed under Alternative 3 
is the development of solar energy. As noted on p. 5-164, OThe 
fifth project within this program, alternative energy. would 
result in . . .destruction of large areas of maistrnbed habltat 
and dght use rassive quantities of mater. .  (bold added]. 
Approximately 2,400 acres of undisturbed habitat would be cleared 
for solar energy projects, and the solar Enterprise Zone would 
more than triple water consumption at the NTS (p. 5-160). 
~ovever, there is only a minimal discussion associated with the 
impacts of such a nassive projact, be it in taras of habitat 
loss, impacts to a listed species (desert tortoise), water 
consumption, water conservation potential, compliance with State 
water quality protection requirements, air impacts, pollution 
prevention opportunities, and other issues. 

In a 
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m: The habitat losses and habitat fragmentation portrayed in 
the DEIS are in some cases significant, for example, the projects 
proposed under Alternative 3. However there is no discussion as 
to whether such habitat loss and fragmentation can be minimized 
by DOE. 

piscussion: We note that significant habitat losses are projected 
to occur under certain alternative scenarios, for example, the 
discussion in Volume 1 (pp. 5-161 and 5-162) about habitat losses 
associated with the solar energy complex and the National 
Ignition Facility. 
National Ignition Facility would be 
habitat on the edge of Hercury .... (underline added). Other 
proposals outlined in the DEIS involve the loss of undisturbed 
habitat as well. Nost strikingly, the Solar Enterprise Zone 
calls for the use of 2,400 acres of previously undisturbed 
habitat (Volume 1, p. 5-164). 
unnecessary 105s of undisturbed habitat seems to be an area where 
WE may be able to implement a significant pollution prevention 
opportunity, which is to reduce habitat loss if at all feasible 
(please refer to the pollution prevention checklist on habitat 
preservation and protection). 

&commendation: We encourage DOE to maximize options to protect 
habitat and to minimize habitat loss and habitat fragmentation. 
For example, a significant means to protect habitat is to locate 
the Solar Enterprise Zone, the NIF and perhaps other new 
facilities in already disturbed areas, if feasible. We strongly 
encourage appropriate commitments in the FEIS and NEPA Record of 
Decision to protect habitat on the test site and in the offsite 
areas as fully as possible. 

Page 5-162 contains the statement that "The 

Preventing the possibly 

prevention program for the project and facility. 
particularly critical in the case of major projects such as the 
solar energy and heavy industrial developments should DOE approve 
them. 

Recommendatigg: The PEIS should specifically reference any items 
from the checklist that may be adopted by DOE, and the Record of 
Decision should reflect a commitment to implement feasible 
pollution prevention measures. 

This is 

m: The DEIS does not specifically recognize the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) memorandum (-a1 ReaisteE, ~anuary 
29, 1993) on incorporating pollution prevention features in 

~ _.. 
Federal agency NEPA documents. 

Discussion: CEQ encouraged Federal agencies to integrate 
pollution prevention features in NEPA planning and decisions. 
For your reference I have enclosed several checklists for' 
different activities from =A'S poJ&tm~oII mfmmTIoII/ 
-AI, IIIPACf R ~ U C M O N  CZECKLISTS. 
checklists for habitat preservation and protection; facility 
siting; vehicle maintenance; water use; hazardous waste storage 
and treatment; and waste site investigations and cleanup 
activities. 

We recognize that a number of the checklist suggestions may 
already be part of the project or an integral element of daily 
facility operations, while other checklist items may prove 
inapplicable or inappropriate. Nevertheless, we encourage W E  to 
review the enclosed checklists as the basis for a sound pollution 
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m: It is unclear whether polychlorinated biphenyls subject to 
US EPA regulations (40 CFR 761) are presently in use or in 
storage in transformers or equipment at the NTS. 

Discussion: Volume 1, p. 4-48 indicates that PCB wastes are 
stored for up to nine months at the Area 6 Toxic Substances 
Control Act waste accumulation unit. 
6 accepts only PCB and PCB-contaminated waste generated at the 
NTS.and that, after a period of time, the PCB waste is shipped 
offsite to an approved treatment, storage and disposal facility. 
However, it is unclear whether PCBs subject to US EPA regulatory 
oversight (i.e., at concentrations of 50 parts per million or 
greater) are currently In use in transformers, electrical 
equipment or elsewhere on the test site, or whether PCBs may be 

conversation (Don Ella, DOE and David Tomsovic, US EPA), DOE 
indicated that no PCBs are currently in use at the test site. 
However, if PCBs and PCB-contaminated wastes are being sent to 
Area 6, and such PCBs and PCB wastes are generated only at NTS, 
what is the source of such PCBs and PCB wastes? 

The EIS indicates that Area 

at the facility. In an April 24, 1996 phone 

Recommendation: The FEIS should clarify whether PCBs subject to 
40 CFR 761 are in use or in storage at the test site. 
are in use or in storage at the test site (i-e., not as PCB waste 
at Area 6), the FEIS should provide a discussion regarding their 
location, volume and related information. Additionally, it would 
be useful to indicate whether PCBs belw the regulatory threshold 
of 50 ppm are currently in use or stored at the test site. 

If PCBS 

Editorial co.IDents 

-Lp. Under the section regarding 1. yolume 1. AD- c. D. c 
the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976, it states that 
the TSCA regulates certain toxic substances that are not 
regulated by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act or other 
statutes, including PCBs and asbestos. We suggest that the final 
document be modified to note that the Clean Air Act (National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, NESHAP) 
exercises regulatory control over asbestos. 
modify p. C-6 (a discussion of the Clean Air A c t )  to note that 
the NESAAe apply to radionuclides, beryllium and asbestos. 

You may want to 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAWUARTERS UIllTED STATES PJR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, M: 

MEMORANDUM FOR Mr. Terry k Vaah. A d n g  Manager 
Department of Energy 
Nevada Operations office 
PO Box 98518 
Las Vegas, NV89193-8518 

FROM: HQ USAFKEVP 
1260 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330-1260 

SUBJE€T Review of the Draft Envimnmcntal I m p 1  Statement @IS) for tbe Ncvada T s t  
Site (NTS) and Off-site Locations in the State of Nevada 

We have completed our review of the subject document. A number of comments arc 
summarized on the anached sheets. We arc asking Headquarters Air Combat Command to 
e.nsurc Nellis Air Force Base provides you input regarding the importaat subject of aircraft noise. 

My point of contact for this action is Mr. John Baie at 703-695-8942. 

KENNETH L. REINERTSON 
Chief, Environmmtal P h m b g  Division 
Office of The Civil Engineer 

Anechmmt: 
NTS EIS Review Comments 

ce: 
HQ ACUCEV 
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COMMENTS ON 
DRAIT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEB) NEVADA TPST 

AND OFF-SITE LOCATIONS IN THE STATE OF NEVADA 

AIRISSUES: 

1 

1. The DEIS nads to show fhat the p m p o d  &tiom ( i i ~ ~  . )domtimpad . 
thc PSD I srra(s). 

L Am there any other PSD I areas -t besides tbc & Cayan? O t b c r p h  
~~I!LI be classified as such. 

b. As long as h e  actions am greater than 10 Lm, 8 momprsipCmalysb iaml 
roquirrd 

c. Any missions yRater than 1 ug/m-to-thb3rb is aienifieanr 

2. Even though chc &as arc in atlsinmcni mas. codomity shbuld k addrcJsd In a h  
wmds, include a generic smtemcnl chat the actions do not negatively a&a thc State 
lmplcmmtation Plan (SIP). , . .  . 

I . .  

3 I 3. 

4. 
4 nmjn air emission sources planned for? If none, so state: AddrrsJ. 'NO significaac impas, PSD . 

I arcs, and mnformity. 

5. 

In the Summary DEIS, Pagc S-22, Line 16: &lctc'~osl  wrcly" (a molt positive). 

la tht Summary DEIS. Page S-44. Lines 24-27 Add mom in6Drmation on air. Any new 
' 

lo Vol'l, Page 5-201. Lines 28 k d  3 0  Ty+ - delete hyphcnin* uboxidc. SCC' 

I 
' 5 \  abovcoommmtsforPagesj-191and5-201. 

AIRCRAFT NOISE 

6 

Analysis of airCran noise impacts needs to be expanded. Vol 1. Paagmpb 4.1.8 states % 
major noise sources within NTS include. ..aircraft operations." Vol I. Pamgrapb 5.1.1.8 and 
5.3.1.8 iadicale supersonic oircraft from Ncllis AFB might fly ova the site producins Sonic ' 

boom, and subsonic low-level flights might also create significant noise. Among thc qurrttom 
sill needing answers M &How much noise from what type of flying OpaatioluT aad '"kt me 
and bow significant are chc cnvironmcntal impacts?" _ .  

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 
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SOVEREIGN NATION 1 SOVEREIGN .NATION 2 

Trposportation Study - Response of CGTO 

Consnltntion 

The wmpilm of the NTS EIS TranSpOrtation Study refer to meeting with various 
American Indian individuals, group$ and tribes. ?he interactions arc listed as tables and 
discussed throughout the text These meeiings do not constitute full govanmcnt-@govcmment 
consultation with American Indian tribes nor have they ledto an American Indian transportation 
study. Instead the meetings simply informed lndian people that a NTS U S  transponatl 'on study 
was being ~nductuL Information about pending d e s  is an important tint step in consultation 
with American lndian tribes and organizations; however, no additional consultation steps wat 
taken. The Transportation Study, therefore, CaMOt be supported by thc Amaican Indian tribes 
and organizations represented by the CGTO. 

Especially disturbing to the CGTO is an apparent confusiin regarding the purposc of 
CGTO mnsultation during the NTS EIS. For atample, thc mponse to Question #I6 (D-8. D-9) 
where a public response raised the issue of thc DOE going to the tribes for consultation, rather 
than them having to wme to the DOE. The Writas of the Transportation Study responded by 
referring to the CGTO involvement with otha portions of the NTS EIS as though it was an 
example of codtation on the eaaspartaton study. This is an inwmct statement, inasmuch as, 
the CGTO wcrc infomed by the DOE EIS Transportation Study team thal the CGTO did not 
have to respond to aampoaation issues because the Tmuprtation Study team were working 
directly with the tribcs in a p a d e l  but sepmte d t a t i o n .  The CGTO is only now responding 
to the Tramportation Study because it neither identifies nor ~SS~SSCS American lndian impacts. 

American ladian m i  are not " S W l d e r s "  and thus meetings designed to elicit the 
opinion of public stakeholders are not an appropriate method for consulting with tribes who are 
to be admessed on a govm&ment-bgovumnent basis according to the Resident of the United 
States. Tbus, there %IT misleading aud incorrect statements in section 2.0 Stakeholder Issues 
which indicate that Amaican Indian tribes WQC given the opportuniIy to identify issues during 
public m e d q s .  No public meeiings should be wnsidacd as a replacement for government-@ 
government consultalion. AU refaence to American Indian consultation should be removed from 
this section of the report unless it specifically refem to American Indian consultation on a 
government-bgovanment basis. 

American Indian Transpo~iation ~ I I U  

AIthough some American Indian transpOrtatioo issues were suggested during the NTS 
EIS scoping period and again raised m the CGTO meetings with the Tranrpoltation Study team, 
the repart docs not include these issues. Despite a record of meetings with American Indian 
people, groups, and tribes. the study does not present critical Americau Indian concern. T h e  
include, among 0th- the impact of radioactive and hazardous waste a a ~ l  along rail and 
highway on nearby existing and planned American Indian businesses, especially those of the 
Moapa Paiute Tribe and tbe Las Vegas Paiute Tribe. American lndian people, especially el-- 



Some of the more signirimt flaws in the study arc as f0Uow-s. 

SOVEREIGN NATION 2 (CONTINUED) 

express a fear of radiation as M ‘angry ruck“ whicb can impaet people as it travels, evm though 
it remains packaged and no transportation &dent occurs to 
Although this perception of radioactivity was expressed by American Indian people in an I987 
DOE study, the name and extent of this fear has not been addresred by the transportation study. 
American Indian people also express concern that places of spiritual power are behg and could 
be additionally harmed by the transportation of radioactive and hazardous m e .  Amaican 
Indian people are currently reacting to thesc concuns by wo!rying about the past and current 
impacts of waste transportation and by avoiding certain places they believe have been adversely 
impacted by the transportation of radioactive and hazardous wastc. 

the contents of the padcage. 

The CGTO would like to express the opinion that the cuhural concern of other American 
Indian tribes and organizations should be induded in the Transpowdon Study. The CGTO 
understands that the Transportation Study is focussed on what it called “local issues” pol. I ,  
Appendix 1. 1-1). but is not Cerrain why o l h a  Indian h iba  in the West and Southwest are not 
included in this study? When most statistics cited in the report arc statc-wide h o r n  Nevada, why 
are other Nevada Indian tribes not considered in this transportmion study. 

The CGTO would like to know ifprobability calculations are based on transportation 
safety nation-wide or within the local am of the Traagportation Study. If the calculations arc 
based on national satistics, why were Id Statisties not used instead; especially given the local- 
issue focus of the analysis. 

The CGTO would like to express the opinion that recent rail derailments in the West and 
Southwest be incorporatd into the probability calulations of railroad accidents. 

The CGTO would like to express the opinion that the probability of either railmad or 
highway accidents has incrrased and is incrcadng owing to domestic acts of violence directed at 
the Federal government, its’ employees, and its’ activities. These increased accident probabilities 
should be calculated into the Transportation Study and the report should clearly inform readers 
how these accident trends and potential domestic Lcrmrist activities were incorporated into the 
transportation analysis. 

A Faulty Transportation Asxssmcnt (Attachment F. Nevada Test Site Rail Access Study) 

Attachment F contains a faulty Bsscgmcnt of potential impaets to American Indian 
cultural resources that would occur ifa variety of uew railmad backs werc constructed 
connecting the NTS with existing railroeds. The cumual resource analysis contained in this study 
was conducted without the involvement of the CGTO who serve as guides, participants, and 
monitors of all cultural m o m e  studies associated with the NTS. As a reds the study cannot be 
considered to be even a prel&iinary assssment of pIentid American Indian cultural resource 
impacts. 

10 
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SOVEREIGN NATION 2 (CONTINUED) 

Thc study in Attachment F is limited to an analysis of areblogical  
mnah.9, thus fail% to consida the full range of Amaiean Indian cultural 
resources which include, among others, Indian plants, animals, Traditional 
Cultural Ropaties. mineral deposits. water. sites of historical importance, 
and Cultural landscapes. 

The archacologial site analysis in Attachment F is limited to a review of 
previously recorded sites. W e  such an analysis is certainly appropriate 
as a beginning of an assessment, it cannot be used io make conclusions 
about potential impacts to thse sites unless their cultural significance has 
been evaluated by Ammcan Mian people. Also. previous archamlogy 
studies were not conducted with the railroad development in mind, thus 
their sampling methods and their study locations do not cornspond with 
the ground disturbing activities that would be associated with the 
construction of a railroad. Also, previous archaeological studies were not 
conducted wich the guidance, participation, and review of Amaican Indian 
tribes and organizations and thus do not r e f l a  current W W  policies 
of involving Indian people in these shldis. 

The cumaal rsou~ce analysis in Attachment F fails to tifla the well 
known and well documented cultural significance of the a m  all around 
the Spring Mountains. The area is where the Creator m ~ e d  all 
Southern Paiutes into existence, and therefore give them the mandate to 
use and proten these lands. As such, the aru.around the Spring Mountains 
is the center of the Southem Paiute Holy Laud, and it is literally filled with 
places of utmost cultural significance. 

Much of chis analysis suggests it is about Yucca Mountain rather than 
about proposals properly considered in the NTS’EIS. Beyond the frequent 
r e f m c e  to Yucca Mountain in the study. there is Figure F-l which 
specifically indicates that all of the consided routes lead only to the 
Yucca Mountain Site. If the Transportation Sndy is to be used as part of 
the Yucca Mountain EIS. then the CGTO would lie the oppommity to 
respond (0 the Transportation Study as a component of the Yucca 
Mountain study. 

Some other flaws in the Anachment F study are as follows: 

The Moapa Paiutc Indian Reservation is missing 6om the transportation 
mps. 

Figures F-2 and FA i n m a l y  identifies the ‘’Lis Vegas Paiute Indian 
Rcxlvation” as the ‘Paiute lndian Reservation” 15 I 

3 
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SOVEREIGN NATION 2 (CONTINUED) 

The team "southan Paiutc Resavah 'on" is med in the text (F-29) to refer 
to the "La V q a s  Paiute Indian Resayation." 

The tam "Wan Rcscnaton" is used without a defined boundary on 
Figure F-1 (F- 4). Since there is no ruch place with$s name, the term 
could be refciiog to the "Walker Rivu Paiutc Indian Reservation" or the 
"Yomba Sboshoiv Rservah 'on." It should also be pointed out that the 
"Duckwater shmhom Reservation" is located between railmad routes #8 
and #9, but this imp0-t place is missing h o r n  the figure. The "Ely ' 

Shoshone ReseyEa 'on" is also missing from the map. 

The analyks of S t a t q e  Route (F-30) fails to mention the Pahrump Paiute 
Tribe (who'i. c&&tJy seeking Fedaal Recognition and a member of the 
CGTO). ~ & l l y ' i m p o t t a n t  omission is the Pabnnnp Paiute Tribe's 
plan tq hwe l a d  *tb+wn for a new muvation in the Pahnunp Valley 
on? the Pahnmq pa'* Tribe receives tribal recognition 

. 

., . .  

; . ' f ,  .:: ,, 

. T ~ C  harl an ifomissios" w i m  it states that impacts on 
' c u l k l  resoiqcs arz regulated though Won 106 of the National 

Historic F&ervation Act of 1966 (F-28). In kt, cultural nmurce~ are 
also regu@td by 
.the,Native American Graves Protstion and Repaaiation Act of 1990. All 

c u l d  e u r c e  a& specify the critical role of American Indian 
tribes and kdian orpjzarions in the idcntilicarion and assessment of 
c u l d r c s o u r c s  

. .  

American lndian Religious Freedom Act of I979 and 

. .  

Conclusion - A Fatally Flawed A e y e n t  F 

The study in A$pend~ F is h y  ilawcd and should not be uscd for its' expressed 
purpose which is ' . .. 

to support a dialogue with Nwada stakeholdas..(and be) a basis for starting a f o d  
discussion of lhis issue (Vol. 1. Appendix L Attachment F, F-1) 

The CGTO believes that a reawnable dialogue about potential impacts cannot be begun with 
Attachment F. because it fails to involve an American Indian assessment component in the 
cultural resources sections. Wen a dialogue to begin without involving American Indian issues, 
it would be a violation of both cultural rcynt~ce pmtection laws and regulations, and not be in 
keeping with past D O E "  commitments to involve American lndm tribes and organizations in 
such discussions. 
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Consolidated Group of Tribes and organization Meeting 
April 15-17,1996 

. .  

~ .. 
I. ' 

Tribe and their onlgoing land dispute with the US. Park Service. The CGTO recommends that 
all participating Tribes and groups write their own l a t m  of support.: 

2. ' 

incldc: Monitor training, American Indian monitors and the develohent and inclusion of a 
Rock An Snrdy Subgroup for FY 1996. 

3. The CGTO mmmends that 
C o n w  Representatives be inmased to $200 per day. This request is based upon the lack of any 
increases by the US DOE since I 987. 

The CGTO recommends that a lmer be Written in support of the Tiibisha Shoshone 

The CGTO recommendsthe expansion of the NTS American Indian Rock Art study to 

rate of the honorium provided to the Official Tribal 

4. 
NTWAmerican Indian Rock Ar! Study: 

The CGTO mmmends  the following individuals to serve as monitors for the 

Western Shoshone Monitor: Maurice Frank 
Western Shoshone Ateinate: 

Southern Paiute Monitor: Orlando B m  
Southern Paiute Alternate: Lalovi Miller 

Owens Valley Paiute Monitor: 
Owens Valley Paiute Alternate: VernoaMillcr 

5. 
Indian Rock Art Subgroup for the NTVAmerican Indian Rock An Study: 

Western Shoshone: Maurice Frank 
Western Shoshone Alternate: To Be Determined . 

Southern Paiute: Richard Arnold 
Southern Paiute Alternate: Betty Cornelius 

Owens Valley Paiute: Michelle Saulque 
Owens Valley Paiute Alternate: 

To Be Dctcrmined. 

Lee Chavu 

The CGTO recommends the following individuals to serve as members of the American 

Lee Chavez 



Western Shoshone: 
Western Shoshone : 

&&in Hamey - spiritual leada 
Pauline Estcvcs 

Southern Paiute: 
Southern Paiute Alternate: Lalovi Miller 

Owens Valley Paiute: Neddem Naylor ' 

Owens Valley Paiute Alternate: 

Clifford and Yetta Jake - spiritual leaders 

Eleanor Hemphill 

7. 
American Indian Writers Subgroup members to anend and present a paper on the American 
Indian Perspectives lo the NTSEIS at the Conference for Environmental Professionals in 
Houston, Texas on June 24,1996. The estimaled cost for lhis trip is S 8,500 provided that 
registration is completed and air fare is  served by May 15,1996. 

8. 
ceremonial artifacts found on the Nevada Test Site for purposes of raising funds. This practice is 
viewed by the CGTO as a sacrilege and blatant exploitation of culturally sensitive information 
shared in confidence between American Indians and project archaeologists. This type of 
information was never intended to be used to place more importance and cultural value to certain 
artifacts in hopes of generating funds. The sale of these replicas w e s  no scientific value or 
protection of artifacts whatsoever. This practice must cease immediately. 

The CGTO recommends that the D O W  provide travel expenses. and per diem for &e 

The CGTO opposes the Desen R-h Institute's efforts to auction off replicas of 
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WATIOluL OOllllclL 
Post Offic. Bor 810 
Indian Sprin#s. Iiovada 89018-0810 
Telephono/Pacsimlle: t T O 2 )  8’10-5205 w 

-rrr 

January 15, 1996 

Tho Aonorable V i l l i a n  J .  Cl in ton  
Prdsident  of the  United S ta tes  
The Vhito House 
l?aDhir~#ton, DC 10600 

U r .  President :  

t h e  sovereignty of t h e  Vestern Shoshone Nation. 
Shoahone National Council is t h e  na t iona l  goveroiIl# body Of t h e  
Veatera Shoshone people. 

This letter is to inform you, as representa t ive  of t h e  United 
S t a t e s  #ovmmrsnt. of a declara t ion  p ~ 8 0 d  by t h e  Vemtern Shoshone 
National Councll on December 4, 1096 (copy enclosed) .  This  
dec la ra t ion ,  ubicb dnslpnstes  the i n t e r i o r  of t h e  Vestern Shoshone 
National boundariea M a nuclear-free sone, is lloy a part of Vestern 
Shoshone l a w .  

r e l i # i o u s  b e l i e f  t h a t  our mothor m u t h  is t h e  most macrod in 
a l l  respects. As such only reneuablo resources  may be used 
with t b e  sreatemt of respect  by humankind, mn reneuable 
renources  are t o  be l e f t  alone. Your past nuclear  re la ted  
a c t i v i t i e s  have v io la ted  our l a w s  both n a t u r a l  and w r i t t e n  
lau.. 

Thim past  year you uero s e n t  no t ice  of mervicm rmmffirming 
tb0 Weatem 

The crea t ion  of t h i s  l a w  is mcesaarv  becauss of our 

Not only bas your governmot conducted n u c l e u  weapons t e s t l n g  
a t  t h e  Nevada Test  S i t e  on Vestern Shoshone land,  but  it is 
proposing a hiah-level  nuclear waste repos i tory  on t h e  edge of the  
Nevada T e s t  S i t s  a t  our  sacred Yucc8 Mountain. Such a c t i v i t i e s  and 
promotion of our lands for  such a c t i v i t i e s  are blat#nt  and d l r e c t  
v i o l a t i o n s  of t h e  Treaty of Buby Vallay of 1883, both i n  spirit nrtd 
in to-. 
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Among our concerns in  nlatiom to tho.. awloar issuos am: - h l t . i S  Of c u m l a t i v a  h e r l t h  risks, both Short- d l O n # - t O ~ ,  

- Accurato measurement d lonitorin# of doma#. and oxposuro 

- 1-t on tho  ocom)rtom of air, h a d .  ud rator contamination 

- Xavirorusntal r e s t o r a t i o n  and w u t o  ..llyamnt, including 

from past, p r e u n t .  d fu turo  r d i o l o g i u l  u p o r u r n  

. a-rios t o  our citismm and to the a s n e r d  populat ion 

both a b .  rad belor around 

t r .n .gortat ion-related risks mad neut ra l i s in#  r a d i o r c t i v o  umate - D-0 to b i a t o r i c  .pd P-histOriC arCh*lO#icr l ,  s - d .  d 
r r l i # i o c u  .item, plan ts ,  d m h h  

ud politiul eontrovermy over q u a l i t y  of l i fo  and risk 
poreoption 

w w t . t a m  

- Iloclo.cono8io e f t o o t s  on our  eon-, a m p l o v n t .  and Lourism. 

- Compensation and mit iga t ion  f o r  victims mnd for d a u s a s  to t h e  

8.oauu thou  poin ts  a n  of mutuil i m p o r t . n o e  to us ,  tborm i s  
.uoh work t o  be done k t w e n  our tuo aationm. rho United 8ht08 
g o v m m m t  mumt bocow rempomiblm for tho d-ms caused bl t h e s e  
ud 0tb.r t n a t y  violat ions.  
S t a b s  govorawnt  through dmvolomnt ,  t as t ing ,  and promotion of 
Vostorn Shoshone lands for Vnitod 8 t a t O b  n u c l e a r - n l a t e d  m c t i v i t i e e ,  
i n  violation of the Ruby V a l l . 1  Trmatt and of our  lawn, can only be 
wnsiderd an act of #oweid.. 

Wo m x w t  your i d i a t e  maponso to our COIIC~IPO. 

Tim w n t i a u e d  rotions of t h e  United 
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COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES 
Colorado River Indian Reservation 

WOI TF. 1. RDX 'an 
P.-R A R I Z O M  &SX1 

TEI.EPIiOSE W 2 )  w(49211 

May 15.1996 
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STATE GOVERNMENT 1 

STATE OF TENNESSEE 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVAllON 

May 1.1996 

Mr. Donald R. Ella. Director 
Environmental Protection Division 
US Department of Energy 
Navada Operations of f ice 
PO Box 14459 
Las Vegas. Nevada 891 14 

Dear Mr. Ole: 

Endosed are comments fmn the State of Tennessee. Department of Enviinmenr and 
Conservation for the Environmental Impad Sratemen! for the Nevada Tesl sih, and OU-sife 
Locations in fhe Sfafe of Nevada, January 1996. Document No. DOG€lS 0243. 

Please also Mte a copy'of a n  endosed letter hum Governor Don Sundquist to Secretary 
Hazel OLeary in reference to long standing policy held by the State of Tennessee concerning 
WE waste management 

Your consideration of our interests is greatly appreciated. 

' Dodd Galbreath 
Staff Cowdinator for State NEPA Renews 

Enclosures 

c Commlssoner Jusbn Wilson 
Ken Bunting, Administrator 
Earl Laming. DOEQversight 
NEPA Coordination R e  
Jim Hall, Manager, DOE ORR 1 

STATE GOVERNMENT 1 (CONTINUED) 

RECEIVED BY 

April 17. 1996 

Mr. Justin Wilson, Commissioner 
Tenncssee Department of Envimnmcnt and ConsnvatiOn 
do Tcnncssoc Environmmtal Policy Omce 
14th Floor L&C Tower 
401 Church Shcct 
Nashvillc. Tennessee 37243 - 1553 

Dcar Commissiona Wilson 

Document NEPA Review - Draft Euviroomental Impact Slatemeac: Nevada Test Site and 
Off-site Loeatinns in the State of Nevada, DOE/EIS 0243, January 1996 

The TCMCSSC~ Department of Envimnmcnt and Conservation. DOE Oversight Division has 
rcviewcd the abovc document for your mcurrence and tranWIit!d to thc following DOE office: 

Mr. Donald R. Ellc. Director 
Envimnmcotal Roleetion Divisica 
US Dcpartmcnt of Energy 
Nevada Operations Office 
PO Box 14459 
L a s  Vcgas. NV 891 14 

Thc Division's rcview was conducted in accordance with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and assoeiative implcmenting regulations 40 CFR 1500 - 1508 
and IOCFR 1021. 

AAer rcvicw and raearch. the Division recommcndsthat DOE consider Altcrnatives 1 or 3. or 
w n c  variation of those allemstivcs for this project preferred alternative. The Expanded Usc 
Alternative would includc supporl for ongoing W U N V  mission eategoncs as dcseribcd undcr 
Altcmative I and pmvidc for incrcascd use of the Nevada T a t  Sitc and its relatcd rcsourccs and 
capabilities. 



..r... . ,. .__- 
. .  

The Dcpytmcnt of Energy has several Environmmtal Impact Statemenu that arc ongoing that 
involvc the Nevada Test Site. Beeausc of ahcmely limited facilities for suitable disposal of 
radioactive waste. continued disposal operations at thc Nevada Tat Sitc arc critical to waste 
managcment and cnvinmmmtal rstastion planning at all DOE facilities 

The Division expeas DOE to sclcct elmnatives that will facililatc sound cnvimnmcntal decisions 
for dealing with the many intricate WWC management issues facing D O E  sites. Ow of thpc 
issucs is the disposal of Oak Ridge Rcscrvation low-lcvel wastes at the Nevada Tcst Site. 
Currcntly the Onk Ridge Reservation is amiting eppval  for shipmcnt of bw-level wastes to the 
Nevada Test Sitc. 

Thc State of Tcnncssee has noted in fommcnts on the Waste Management Rogmnmlc 
Environmental Impact Stalcmcnt (PEIS) that the Oak Ridge Rescrvatim does not possess the 
appropriate geologic or hydrologic charactcr for large scale waste deposition activities. Thc 
Division is sensitive to the Statc of Nevada’s concerns in dealing with the cnvimnmcntal impacts 
associated with DOE activities. However. it is ourdcsirc thnt dccision-makcrs balance the 
cnvironmenlal concerns of thc State of Nevada with National nccds and select altemativu that 
best limit impacts to the covimnmcnt. and protca the human health ofcitizcns afTected by DOE’S 
mission. 

I f  you have any questions please con la  Bill Childrcs at (423) 481-0995 M Stcvc Nislcy 81 (423) 
481-0163. 

Sincmly 

tA-0.  
Earl C. h i n g  
Director 

DCXUD~U 14.1995 

smaaryHszclo* 
united States Dqramat of Energy 

W-D.C. 20585 

Dearsecntaryozeary: 

IO00 IndepeDdaxx Avcmre , S.W. 
Room 7A-257 

Recentty. agmdes of the State offermast submined comments in accordance with the 
~ O f t b e N a t i d E m r i m n m c n t a l  Policy Act (NEF’A) for the Drsp Wpdc 
Management Fmgnumdc Envimnnmd I q o a  .Wenrat (DpELp)fm Managing 
Tr- SIorage. and Lkpod of Rcrdiwcaitc and Ramdous Wurte, DOBEIS-0200 
D, August 1995. I ban elected to commuaicae with you directly to insure that the State 
of Tennessee’s policy interem concaning this important D-PEIS an c l d y  communicated 

My admhimm ‘on smugly opposes and WiIl matiuue to oppose any attempt by DOE to 
“site” large waste deposition sctivities m Oak Ridge, Tennenct. It is disappois to me 
that the United Slates Depanment of Energy (DOE) continues to seriousiy consider another 
shon d&ed option in a tirirg suiq of waste deposition assasmenu for Oak Ridge. My 

consider disposal oflw l d  mixed waste and low levd waste on the Oak Ridse 
administration vim dl of the ahpnativco in the cunull v a s e  Management” D-PEIS that 

R e s a v a t i o n l u t ~ c a n y d  

It is commonly known, aad W y  suppond inside and &de of Tenae~sa that Oak 
Ridge is one of scwd sire in the DOE &a that d w  wt posses the apprepriate 
gcol@c or hydrologic character for such large scale waste deposition activities as’aurcntly 
propod in your D-PEE. The Nationsl Governor‘s AssociatiofiOE Disposal Working 
Group s p d c a U y  recommended tbat the Oak Ridge compla be considered only for 
disposal of a vay rcmictive list of radionuclides due to an emphads on protection of human 
health and tbc cnvironmmt 

Your own ~ ’ s d a t a s u m m f u y  for waste managanan sires in the ameat S P E S  
indicates that the Oak Ridge Reservation amdy produca the him ”population dose” 
among the 54 DOE des around the d o n  W e k l i m  that a large scale low I d  mixed 

already unacaptablc sinmion 
wane and lw Id waste di?rpcsalfarJirv at OaLRidgc would add addiliod riskto Bn 
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Page Two 
ScaetaryHasdO'Leary 
Deccmba 14.1995 

Despite OUT concaru, the State of Tmaesree rrcogaiza and appkates the historic role 
Oak Ridge, Tcm~uee hss played for the nation and the economic comnbutions DOE bas 
made to the Oak Ridge community and Tauressa o v a  tbe past 50 years. We will continue 
to promote and will accept our responsibility to the nation as a potemial site for me or 
several of the complex suite of activities that DOE must pafonn Howeva. I believe that 
DOE'S continued considdon of the most techuically Msuaablc disposal site in the DOE 
compla for large scale waste deposition is truly a waste of p k a u ,  national and state 
reso- I urged you to invest your agency's augies in altanativu tbatkaa meet both 
the rhon and long tam in tasu  of waste storage. 

c: united StatesReprrXntMnr ' eZachWamp 
United States Senat01 Fred Tbompson 
United Stam Senator Bill Frist 
Commissioner Don DiiL. Tennessee Deumnmt of Emriromnan andconservation 

, 

U S D O E A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ C I S P A O ~ T ~ ~  
MI Greg Rudy, Acting Director, M c e  of Fde Materials Disposition 
W A F &  

. .  
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
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(702) 687-4065 
May 3,1996 

Donald R Elk, Dinaor 
Eovinmmental Protdon Division 

Nevada Operations Office 
P.O. Box 14459 
LasVegasNV 89114 

us. Department of En- 

Rc: SAI#95300110 StateofNevadaClearinghouseCanmentsmhDraft 
Envinmmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Tm Site and Off-Site 
Locations in the State of Nevada (DOE/EIS 0243) 

Ibank you for providing the State of Nevada the to review and 
comment on the Draft Environmental Impad Statement (EIS) for the Nevada Test 
Site (NIS) and Off-Site Locations in the State of Nevada. As you how, the State 
of Nevada submitted extensive smping comments on the Notice of Intent and the 
Implanaaatid Plan for the subjca EIS. In addition, we conducted a detailed 
informal review of the preliminary draA Fmework for a Res- Management 
Plan (RhlP), i.e, Volume 2 of the EIS. 

with the exception of the Draft RMP, our review of the main body of the 
doauwnt indicates that the EIS is inadequate in several major areas. Overall, the 
doammi fails to substuntively describe or evaluate the environmental effects of 
alternatives that may be adopted, either entirely or in parf for the yet to be 
quantifd proposed action for the EIS. As you know, the Draft EIS does not 
contain a proposed action. Subsequently. this affected the Statek ability to conduct 
a detailed review of potential environmental impaas of the num- ahrmativcs 
and actions under consideration. 
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If DOE intends to prepare a credible Final EIS for the Nevada Test Site, 
federal officials must pay careful attention to the detailed comments presented in 
the attached compendium. The State's comments were prepared so that the 
objections to the document would be clearly understood. Accordingly, we believe 
that the remedies necessary for rendering the Final EIS acceptable will require 
substantial textual and substantive changes throughout the body of the document. 
The State's comments include a summary of major issues, followed by a detailed 
section-by-section review. We expect DOE to address both the summary and the 
detailed review in the EIS comment response document. We have incorporated 
review comments from other executive branch State agencies directly, or as 
attachments. 

We recognize that the ongoing moratorium on nuclear testing has 
significantly altered the scope of the nuclear testing mission at the NTS. The 
impact of this reduced testing mission has resulted in significant labor force 
reductions at the test site from nearly 10,000 in 1989 to less the 3,000 today. 
While it is difficult to assess the subsequent effects these reductions have had on 
the NTS EIS, other factors have unquestionably complicated the ElS process. 

The scope and content of.the alternatives presented in the EIS were 
developed to assess a reduced testing program, but they were also intended to 
"bound several new national defense and non-defense program alternatives 
proposed through a number of DOE Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statements (PEIS). Linking the NTS EIS to these national program alternatives 
(as per NEPA "tiering" requirements) was addressed under the NTS EIS 
Alternative labeled "Expanded Use." Unfortunately. the manner in which the 
Expanded Use Alternative was assessed in the Draft EIS. along with a conspicuous 
misrepresentation of the No Action Alternative, w e d  only to further obfuscate 
the scope and content of the NTS EIS . 

. The last complication levied on the EIS deylopment process was a recent 
directive from the Secretary of Energy that required all new EIS documents to 
meet'a "star! to finish schedule" of only 15 months. This requirement seems 
unreasonable for this EIS. The NTS is the only contiguous site where more than 
900 nuclear tests were conducted, causing widespread contamination. The NTS is 
also the largest site in the DOE complex, containing an estimated 40 percent of all 
DOE land holdings. 
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3 

Given all these considerations, including the fact that it has been nearly 20 
years since DOE prepared a comprehensive Site-Wide EIS for the Nevada Test 
Site, State officials were not surprised to find the EIS substantively inadequate. 
Nevertheless, the Nevada Test Site must undergo a comprehensive environmental 
analysis before any new major federal actions are undertaken at the site. In 
consideration of the requirements of NEPA, anything less is not acceptable. If you 
have any questions about these comments, please contact me or John Walker 
(NWPO) at (702) 687-3744. 

Sincerely, 

Julie Butler, Coordinator 
State Clearinghouse DONSPOC 

Enc~osure 
JB/jbw 

cc: Governor Robert Miller 
Nevada Congressional Delegation 
Leo Penne, Nevada, Washington Office 

' Lew Dodgion, Envitonmental Protection 
Robert R. Lou,  NWPO 
State Commenting Agencies 
Thomas Grumbly, D O m Q  
Carol M. Borgstrom, DOEU-IQ 

Ann Morgan, State Director, BLM 
Commanding Officer, Nellis AFB 
Members, CAB - Nevada Test Site Programs 
Affected Local Governments 

. TenyVeath,DOuNv 
0 
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STATE OF NEVADA COMMENTS 
ON THE 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
FOR THE NEVADA TEST SITE AND OFF-SITE LOCATIONS IN 

THE STATE OF NEVADA 

COMMENT SUMMARY 

The sole'commendable component of this draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS j for the Nevada Test Site (NTS) is Volume 2. Framework for Resource 
Management Plan (RMP). This alone reflects the ongoing environmental policy changes 
occurring within the Department of Energy (DOE). The remainder of the draft EIS is 
poorly conceived and executed in the manner typical of many of DOFs National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance documents. The scientific, 
methodological, and empirical aspects of Volume 1 of the EIS are deficient well beyond 
acceptable professional standards for environmental impact assessment and NEPA 
compliance. Documentation concerning the conceptual bases and methodologies used for 
assessing impacts is exceedingly poor throughout the EIS. Omissions, oversights. 
discrepancies, and contradictions are commonplace. In addition, by nnt putting forth a 
proposed action in the EIS while simultaneously distorting the No Action Alternative, 
DOE has served only to encumber the State's ability to conduct a detailed review of the 
potential environmental impacts of the numerous alternatives and actions under 
consideration. 

Furthermore, omissions of data and information throughout the drafl EIS reflect a 
lack of attention concerning the use of documented environmental information that is 
readily available. The potential extent of this oversight repeatedly undermines any 
confidence that DOE may wish reviewers ofthe EIS to gain. More seriously, the obvious 
shortcomings contained in the draft EIS seem to reflect a lack of concern for truthfulness 

1 
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and openness regarding stakeholder interests in DOE’S current and future management of 
the NTS. 

The State’s comments were mindfully crafted (by page and line) so that objections 
to the document are clearly articulated. We believe that the remedies necessary for 
rendering the Final EIS acceptable will require texhlal changes throughout the body ofthe 
document. Major points and highlights of particular concern to the State’s review of the 
subject EIS are presented in this summary. Detailed comments follow after the summary. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
A review of the existing public land orders that established the NTS clearly show 

that certain activities proposed in the EIS are inconsistent with both the purpose and 
intent of those orders. For example, the NTS was nnt established to serve as a waste 
disposal site for off-site generated defense wastes. In fact, the description of the NTS 
waste management program described under Alternative 2 ( Discontinue Operations - 
Section 3.1.2.2) aptly describes the type of on-site disposal program that would.be 
remotely consistent with the existing site mission stipulated under the public land orders. 

In the State’s scoping comments for this EIS, we indicated that ‘%e only action 
appropriately deskbed as at the NTS includes only national defense and 
nuclear weapons testing activities defined under the public land orders as consented to by 
the State ofNevada for the NTS withdrawal.“ We further stated that the activities 
described by DOE in its Notice of Intent as ”No Action” was in fact “Expanded Use.” 
The State’s position on this issue has not changed. Hence, receipt of waste from out-of- 
state waste generators can only be assessed in the EIS as “Expanded Use,” not as part of 
the site’s continuing current operations. 
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In a related matter, State officials insist that DOE must safeguard hture 
generations h m  exposure to radioactive contamination at the NTS. Such prevention, 
moreover, can only be achievkd through permanent control of the contaminated surface 
and subsurface areas at the site. To achieve such safeguards, however, exclusive federal 
jurisdiction of these contaminated areas must be acquired in perpetuity. Alternatively, the 
only activities that can be performed on the NTS are those that were originally consented 
to by the Nevada Legislature, and/or activities that may not require exclusive jurisdiction. 

In addition, as the original weapons testing activities are phased out, the site must 
be “cleaned” to meet natural background radiation levels and returned to public land 
status. However, since “cleanup” to active natural background conditions is not 
proposed, the EIS must discuss how DOE intends to acquire exclusive jurisdiction over 
certain NTS lands, given the constitutional requirement that exclusive jurisdiction may 
only be acquired in the manner set forth in Art. I, Section 8, Clause 17 of the United 
States Constitution. Of particular interest to Nevada in this regard is the requirement that 
DOE obtain the consent of the Nevada Legislature in order to acquire exclusive 
jurisdiction over the particular sites. . 

If the DOE intends to exercise less than exclusive jurisdiction, however, $en the 
EIS must propose alternatives and actions that discuss the rationale upon which DOE 
bases its assumption that it can accomplish the isolation of contamination and radioactive 
waste at the site while preventing human intrusion. These are important considerations 
for the State, since it is the State’s responsibility to protect the health and welfare of its 
residents. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
The relationship of the Framework for Resource Management Plan to the ’ I 6 I remainder of the EIS should be stated early in Volume 1. An explanation is needed on 

3 
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DOE‘s changing environmental policy that involves resource stewardship and ecosystem 
management. Much of this information is contained in Volume 2. However, both 
volumes of the drafi EIS fail to acknowledge DOE policies regarding ecosystem-based 
initiatives, comprehensive land use planning, life cycle asset management, and 
resourceful reuse of DOE-controlled lands. In addition, Volume 2 of the draft EIS should 
be strengthened by discussing the concepts of resource stewardship and sustainable 
development implied by DOES Land and Facility Use Policy. This should include the 
role to be played by ecosystem management, especially regarding conservation of 
undisturbed land as an important resource for future development by DOE. The concept 
of the health of ecosystems like those of the NTS and surrounding areas beidg tied to soil- 
water-biota interactions also is directly associated with the importance of minimizing site 
disturbances as a means of conserving undisturbed land. 

Also, State officials contend that the Record of Decision (ROD) for the EIS should I contain a schedule for implementing the RMP. By including such a schedule, DOE will 
demonstrate an enforceable commitment lo the RMP process. This commitment will 
ensure that new facilities are sited using a systematic approach that will sustain and 
preserve the natural environment at NTS. 

lo I 
11 

YUCCA MOUNTAIN 
A discussion is needed early in Volume 1 on the reasons the portion of the NTS 

dedicated to the Yucca Mountain Project and the project itself are excluded from the EIS. 
The EIS should make use of the environmental studies conducted by the Yucca Mountain 
Project. This information is extensive and addresses many of the database gaps that exist 
for the NTS, such as soil productivity. revegetation success, and natural rehabilitation. 
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NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH PARK 
The National Environmental Research Park program at the NTS and the activities 

involved should be included in the EIS. This is a major omission from the draft EIS. 

TIMBER MOUNTAIN CALDERA 
More information is needed regarding the Timber Mountain Caldera National 

Natural Landmark, such as what this designation signifies, environmental studies already 
performed or planned for the area, and DOE activities that have occurred within the 
landmark boundaries. 

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 
The Final EIS must contain a discussion about the Department’s plan to address 

the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board’s Recommendation 94-2. That 
recommendation outlines problems and issues concerning DOE’s low-level radioactive 
waste management and disposal program. DOE’S subsequent response to the Board‘s 
recommendations (Le., DOE’s implementation plan), as well as a discussion of pending 
revisions and changes to the Department’s waste management order (5820.2A) should be 
discussed in the Final EIS. These discussions are particularly relevant concerning DOE’s 
potential plans to proceed with a co-disposal decision for dissimilar waste types at the 
NTS. Dissimilar wastes classified as low-level, special case, or other wastes considered 
nnf appropriate for shallow land burial ( i t . ,  high activity low-level waste, transuranic 
waste, etc. ) are considered under the EIS Expanded Use Alternative for disposal in a 
single contiguous facility at the NTS Area 5 disposal site. To proceed with such an 
action, State officials contend that DOE must address the problems associated with the 
“composite effects“ defined by the Board’s recommendation 94-2 (i.e., the disposal sites 
ability to meet performance objectives for confining future, current, and pre-1988 waste 

15 from the biosphere). The State also contends that before any more waste is disposed ai I 
5 
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either Area 3 or Area 5. DOE must complete a performance assessment for each site. 
Only then would DOE be in compliance with its own waste management orders. 

not discussed in detail in the EIS. Finally, the EIS suggests that there are over 200 

significantly contaminated surface areas that collectively occupied 52 square miles, yet 

the EIS fails to provide a detailed map or suitable listing of these areas. Because 
radiological contamination is one of the primary environmental impacts caused by 
nuclear testing, the Final EIS must provide this information. 

Failure to address these disposal issues could subject federal decision makers to 

consider actions that may harm the environment and thus create unpredictable health risks 
for future generations. In other words, avoiding action concerning the Board’s 
recommended detailed composite performance analysis will likely cause additive risks 
through additional waste disposal, which might cause unknown and unpredictable 
environmental impacts to the human and natural environments. 

RADIONUCLIDE SOURCE TERMS AND SURFACE 
CONTAMINATION 

More detailed information is needed on radiological source terms and surface 
contamination throughout all environmental media at the NTS, including the locations 
where radionuclide levels exceed regulatory standards. This includes the Tonopah Test 
Range. the Project Shoal Area, and the Central Nevada Test Area. The EIS provides 
cerrain data which indicates that nearly 40 percent of the source term at the site is bound 
up in the groundwater. However, statements in the EIS suggest that there is considerable 
uncertainty about the actual quantity of radioactivity that could enter the groundwater in 
the hture from the release of radionuclides from the melt glass and cavity rubble within 

each shot cavity. While the EIS suggests that hture studies are needed to reduce the 
current levels of uncertainty concerning both the mechanisms and consequences of 
radionuclide transport via groundwater flow at the NTS, no information is provided about 
the radionuclide source term that is contained in soils above the water table (i.e., in the 

unsaturated zone). 

State officials do acknowledge that DOE has sponsored two long-term studies 
concerning potential movement of radionuclides beneath the NTS: the Hydrologic 
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SPECIAL CASE WASTE (SCW) 

disposition of SCW and its relationship to the NTS EIS must be clarified in the Final EIS. 
State officials are aware that SCW has been disposed at NTS in the past. Yet WE has 
never conducted either a programmatic or site-specific NEPA analysis for the 
management and disposition of this waste type. SCW is generally long-lived, contains 
high concentrations of radionuclides, and thus represents a significant threat to human 
health and the environment. SCW must be isolated from the biosphere for thousands of 
years. 

The Department of Energy’s NEPA compliance strategy for the management and 

The NTS EIS contains language that clearly indicates that the disposal capability at 
NTS for wastes defined as “inappropriate for shallow land disposal“ (i.e., SCW) will be 
increased under Alternative 3, Expanded Use. As indicated in the detailed comments 
presented below, State officials assume that thii refers to expanding waste disposal 
through the “greater confinement disposal boreholes concept” and/or other deep trenches 

at the Area 5 disposal facility. 

Accordingly, if either the Area 5 or Area 3 disposal sites at NTS are considered for 
confinement of SCW, the difficulties associated with meeting the waste acceptance 

criteria for dissimilar waste types must be acknowledged and assessed. Additionally, 

7 
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While there is a considerable body of DOE literature regarding methods for analyzing 
cumulative environmental impacts, it appears that none of this literature was used in the 
EIS. The presentations of cumulative impacts in the EIS are subjective in nature and 
thus, unacceptable, given current scientific approaches for assessing cumulative 
environmental impacts. 

23 
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~ 

’ Notice of Inquiry: Suategy for Management and Disposal of Greater-Than-Class-C 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste. Federal Register Notice, Vol. 60. No. 48, Monday, 
March 13. 1995. 

a 

A determination of whether actions are cumulative should be focused on the 
proposed action defined in the EIS instead of on several loosely defined alternatives or 

other unrelated factors. Since DOE has chosen not to put forth a specific proposed action 
in the draft EIS, and given the variable content ofthe existing alternatives, the 
Department’s presentation of potential cumulative impacts is understandably deficient. 

DOE EIS May 3, 19% State Clearinghouse 
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DOE must complete a programmatic analysis at the weapons complex level that evaluates 
alternative storage and disposition strategies for SCW. In fact, State officials understand 
that alternatives for storage and disposal of DOE’S SCW, along with Greater-Than-Class- 
C waste (GTCC), will be evaluated in a forthcoming Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement tiered from DOE‘s Waste Management Programmatic EIS.’ ’Ihis EIS will 
likely consider a disposal strategy which proposes co-disposal of SCW with GTCC waste 
in a single NRC-licensed disposal facility. This is an important policy consideration for 
Nevadans, since the proposed repository at Yucca Mountain would be one of the 
candidate disposal sites for such an activity. This NTS EIS fails, however. to discuss any 
of these issues. Hence, DOE’s NEPA compliance strategy for the management and 
disposition of SCW waste and its relationship to the NTS EIS must be clarified. 

29 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

not assessed in the draft EIS. Evidently, DOE has decided that no cumulative human 
health risks or risks to the environment would occur from these and other reasonably 

The basis for finding no adverse impacts should be given in each case, and the data 
to substantiate the finding should be cited. The draft EIS relies far too much on 
unsubstantiated subjective judgement that has no basis in fact. This shortcoming occurs 
even where scientific and technical information for a topic exists. Credible attention to 
impact assessment methods and analyses is lacking in the draft EIS, and where methods 
are cited, their usefulness for assessing environmental impacts is questionable. Current 
state-of-the-art environmental assessment methodologies should be adopted by DOE for 
the NTS EIS. 30 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The coverage of cumulative impacts in the EIS is unnecessarily deficient with 

respect to methods of analysis, and none of the analyses discussed are empirically based. 

foreseeable hture actions within the region of influence of the NTS. For example, no 
mention is made of how cumulative impacts from the Yucca Mountain Project will be 
considered, and the claim that such impacts will build from those in the NTS EIS rings 
hollow in the face of the inadequacies of the draft EIS. Accordingly, if a proposed action 
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The most significant omission in the draft EIS with respect to socioeconomic 
impact assessment, however, is the lack of any attempt to identify potential impacts to the 
State that could result kom the stigmatizing effects of various NTS activities, particularly 
those involving nuclear, hazardous, toxic, and related materials. Research conducted by 

34 

Nevada is currently the fastest growing state in the country. and the Las Vegas Valley 
has been designated the fastest growing metropolitan area. 
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SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 
The treatment ofthe possible socioeconomic effects Gom NTS activities for all of 

the alternatives is wholly inadequate. The draft EIS presents an overly optimistic picture 
of the “economic” implications of proposed alternatives and is entirely silent with respect 
to the “socio” or social/cultural/political impacts, which, in the case ofcontroversial 
activities such as those proposed for NTS, can be very significant. 

The analysis of economic effects focuses solely on those effects that are driven by 
employment and population increases resulting Gom various alternatives, and then does 
so only with respect to their potentially positive contributions to state and local 
economics. Such analysis is almost irrelevant, since, even for the most ambitious 
alternative, job and population growth related to NTS are not projected to be more than 
I %  of the total for Clark County and just a hction of 1% for the State of Nevada. Even 
for Nye County, NTS-related population growth, job growth, and revenue impacts are 
relatively small (e.g., 3% or so increase in jobs in 2005) since most workers and their 
families are projected to live in Clark County. ’ 

What the EIS fails to assess, and what must be included in the Final EIS if 
economic impacts to affected jurisdictions and the State as a whole are to be adequately 
evaluated, are the implications of projected NTS population increases (related to 
employment) that do not pay for themselves in t e r n  of the revenue (taxes, fees, etc.) 
generated. NTS-related growth has the potential to cause negative impacts in a variety of 
“standard” economic areas. While most types of economic growth and diversification are 
viewed positively in Nevada, one result of the State’s rapid growth’ is that public services 
and facilities are already under considerable stress. Nevada’s tax structure is such that 
any growth that does not directly increase the contribution of revenues from visitors (i.e., 
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sales and gaming taxes) will not pay its own way, except for mining with its legislative 
revenue tax. In recent years, the phenomenal p w t h  of gaming and tourism has kept 
pace with other forms of development and population growth. However, it cannot be 
assumed that this will remain true into the next century. These standard economic effects 
associated with additional NTS-related population growth could, therefore, generate 
negative fiscal impacts for state and local jurisdictions in the event that tourisdgaming 
growth fails to maintain its current rate of increase. (As was seen during the recession in 
the early 1990’s, gaminghourism does not have to actually decline for serious negative 
consequences to occur. The rate of growth merely needs to slow.) 



w 

' 

38 

I 
I- 
N 

. Insufficient use has been made by DOE of cooperating federal agencies for input 
into the NTS EIS. This is apparent in both Volume 1 and Volume 2 of the draft EIS, 
especially with regard to ecosystem management policies and activities of the agencies of 
the Department of Interior. 
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seen as interacting forces working on the same social-economic system. It is essential 
that the NTS EIS thoroughly assess "standard" and "stigma" impacts in a comprehensive 
and integrated manner. 

37 
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and the fear of diminished quality of life. This public opposition is itself an impact that' 
the EIS must address, together with the implications for long term socioeconomic 
disruptions that may derive from it. 
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BIG EXPLOSIVE EXPERIMENTAL FACILITY 
. The purpose of the Project-Specific Environmental Analysis for the Big 

Explosives Experimental Facility should be clarified, including the status of NEPA 
Compliance for the facility. The information presented in the draft EIS does not include 
impact analyses. It appears that DOE is attempting to satisfy NEPA requirements for this 
facility through the NTS EIS, rather than tiering, as required by federal regulations (CEQ 
1508.28). 

40 

LYNER COMPLEX (Review of Classified Appendix J) 

official. and it was determined that the impact analyses of certain classified activities at 
the Lyner facility were incorporated in the overall evaluation of impacts assessed in the 
NTS EIS. The analyses of potential long-term impacts of classified activities to the 
vadose zone are representative of the analysis presented in the EIS for other proposed 
defense testing activities at the site. In reference to potential human health and safety 
impacts associated with ktivities at the Lyner complex, the risk assessment for the 
Defense Assembly Facility (DAF) adequately bounds the potential above-ground risks 
and impacts. 

HUMAN HEALTH 

A review of the classified appendix of the EIS was undertaken by a qualified State 

The approach to estimating human health consequences presented in the EIS 
" 1421 excludes the role of h y a n s  in the environment. The Final EIS must allow readers the 
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ability to comprehend how health effects findings and conclusions are reached in a 
' credible scientific manner. In addition, there is no attention given in the EIS to the 
transport of contaminants within ecosystems and landscapes. This requires an ecosystem 
approach to managing resources at the site and should be described in Volume 2 of the 
EIS as a benefit to be derived from ecosystem-based management activities. The 
relevance of this to the DOE'S environmental restoration program should be emphasized. 

TRANSPORTATION 
The EIS failed to provide a sufficiently detailed description of the transportation I activities associated with each proposed alternative. Such information is needed to allow 

State and local officials and other affected parties the ability to accurately assess the on- 
site and off-site transportation risks and impacts of each alternative. Detailed 
transportation information is especially important for assessing the risks and impacts of 
materials and waste shipments under Alternatives I and 3. Furthermore, for each 
alternative, the ElS did not fully describe expected shipments of the following categories 
of hazardous materials to and from NTS: (1) special nuclear materials; (2) radioactive and 
mixed wastes; (3) conventional explosives and non-nuclear weapons and munitions; (4) 

petroleum products, including liquefied petroleum gases; and ( 5 )  all other hazardous 
materials regulated under the Hazardous Materials Transportation Uniform Safety Act. 

The EIS also failed to provide a detailed inventory of expected shipments within 
46 I each category. For example, under radioactive materials, specific information was not 

provided on expected shipments for the following materials listed in Chapter 3.0: nuclear 
weapons; plutonium pits; nuclear weapons components; weapons-usable fissile material; 
transuranic wastes; transuranic mixed wastes; other radioactive materials requiring 
shipment in Type B packages; low-level radioactive wastes; and low-level mixed wastes. 

. If DOE adopts a proposed action for the Final EIS that includes the transportation 
of any of these nuclear materials and radioactive wastes, then a cumulative impact 
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analysis for transportation must be prepared that covers the combined functions of DOE'S 
Environmental Management and Defense Program activities at the NTS. At a minimum, 
this must include transportation information for each specific material. The information 
must include: ( I )  origin and destination; (2) quantity or volume shipped; (3) total 
radioactivity and maximum radioactivity per individual shipment; (4) shipping container. 
characteristics and capacities; ( 5 )  shipment mode or modes; (6) transportation service 
options; (7) carrier qualifications and selection procedures; (8) shipment route or routes; 
(9) cumulative shipment miles; and (IO) timing of shipments. 

As presently written, the EIS provides useful information on only two of the 
twelve types of radioactive materials that could be shipped to NTS under Alternatives 1 

and 3 (Le., low-level radioactive waste(LLW) and low-level mixed waste). The EIS does 
not even attempt, however, to provide comparable information on the other, more highly 
radioactive materials or on high-hazard non-radioactive materials that would be shipped 
to NTS under Alternatives I and 3. State oficials note that such information has been 
disclosed and assessed by DOE in other comparable ElS documents.) 

Because the EIS fails to provide basic information on most of the hazardous 
materials expected to be shipped to NTS, it is not possible to fully evaluate the 
transportation risk assessment provided in the Transportation Study. It is clear, however, 
that the transportation risk calculations used in the Transportation Study [Appendix I], 
and summarized in the ElS, Table 3-5 b.3411, apply only to shipments of low-level 
radioactive and mixed wastes. As mentioned above, this analysis will need to be 
expanded, depending on the proposed action selected in the Final EIS. 

US. Department of Energy, February 1994. 
p r n a t i v e s ,  DOuWlPP 93-058. 
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.transportation accidents involving low-level radioactive and mixed waste cannot be 
verified based on the information provided. In particular, the Transportation Study fails 
to provide a detailed discussion of the consequences of a maximum credible severe 
accident or terrorist incident involving release of radioactive materials. Given the ElS's 

With regard to the Transportation Study. the reported risks associated with off-site 

52 

51 

53 

Clark County. The potential socioeconomic and cultural impacts resulting from shipments 
of more highly radioactive materials, particularly under Alternative 3, could be very 
significant. The EIS must address these impacts. 

Finally, the EIS must clearly provide for a process by which routes are identified 
for shipping low-level waste, mixed LLW, Special Case Waste (SCW), and special 
nuclear materials to NTS. Stale officials contend that it is not acceptable to leave routing 
decisions solely to each carrier's discretion. DOE must commit to stipulating, by means 
of contract requirements with carriers, routes or segments of routes that cannot be used 
for waste and nuclear materials shipments lo NTS. 

The State of Nevada has analyzed this issue and has determined that the use of 
contract provisions that require adherence to routing preferences is not in violation of any 
federal or state law or regulation dealing with radioactive or hazardous materials route 
designations. DOE, as the shipper of these materials (or,the facility operatoracting on 
behalf of DOE), may incorporate provisions into contracts with h e r s  that require the 
carrier to perform in specified ways. As long as DOE is not attempting to bind 
contractordcmien to provisions that are illegal or in violation of.existing regulations, 
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there is nothing to prohibit DOE fr.om using the contracting process to enforce the use of 
routes that are acceptable to DOEINTS stakeholders (i.e., affected local governments and 
sovereign nations impacted by shipments to NTS). 

The State has further determined that the process by which DOE is permitted to 
solicit and award contracts can readily accommodate the requirement that carriers use 
certain routes or avoid certain unacceptable segments of routes. Doing so may mean that 
DOE will need to forego the use of general freight for shipments of LLW and other 
materials to NTS for disposal, although it is not altogether clear that DOE cannot reach 
needed accommodations with carriers using general freight. If such accommodation is 
not possible, DOE should commit to the use of contract carriers (e.g., caniers that are 
willing to bid on and enter into contracts that contains stipulations with respect to 
shipment routing), even ifthat means incurring additional cos&. State ofiicials believe 
that DOE should commit to such a process in the Record of Decision for the EIS. 
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COVER SHEET 

COMMENT 001 

Abstraet 

There’are two significant issues that are not mentioned in the 
Abstract. One is the relationship of Volume 2, Framework for 
Resource Management Plan, to the EIS. The information needed for 
this is in Section 1.4, Relationship to the Nevada Test Site 
Environmental Impact Statement, in Volume 2. The other issue is 
the reason why the portion of the NTS dedicated to the Yucca 
Mountain Project and the project itself are excluded &om the EIS. 

PA GE S-1 W o d u c t h  

56 I COMMENT002 Comment 001 also applies here. 

PA GE S-3 - 
COMMENT 003 A section should be added that discusses the National Environmental 

Research Park (NERP) designation for the NTS and the programs 
and activities involved. There is no significant discussion of NERP 
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in the body of the EIS. Such a section should be added first in . , 

Chapter 2 and then followed through in Chapters 3.4, and 5.  

PAGE S-5 

“The goal of the Environmental Restoration Program is to ensure 
that risks to the environment and to human health and safety, as 
posed by inactive and surplus facilities and sites, are either 
eliminated or reduced to protective levels.” 

The term “protective levels” should be specifically defined in the . C U M M E W  004 

58 I Final EIS. 

PAGE S-15 te Manap- 
Lines 9-1 0 “Transuranic, mixed transuranic, mixed low-level waste, low-level, 

hazardous waste, and Toxic Substances Control Act wastes are 
stored at the NTS.” 

COMMENT 005 The Implementation Plan for the NTS EIS proposes storage of 

Alternatives 1 and 3, (See Appendix D, Page D-4). While we 
believe this waste is currently stored at the site, the Final EIS must 
acknowledge that DOE is storing classified transuranic waste at 
NTS, along with disclosing the volume of the waste and planned 
waste treatment and disposal alternatives. 

at the NTS; storage is proposed for both 

59 

PAGE S-19 and Groundwatpr 
Lines IC1 I ’To date, no radioactive contamination has been detected in on-site 

water supply wells or in off-site monitoring wells.” 

19 
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COMMENT 006 

PAGE S-28 

COMMENT 007 

PAGE 9 2 9  
Line 9 fo 10 

COMMENT 008 

62 I 

Review of other DOE documents suggests this statement is either 
misleading or incorrect. The Nevada Test Site Annual Site 
Environmental Report 1994 noted that water drawn from the UE-5n 
well contained high concentrations of tritium. In addition, sampling 
wells at the project Faultless site have recently shown radioactive 
contamination. Also, tritium contaminated water is flowing from the 
tunnels at the NTS Area 12 complex. 

This paragraph should include a discussion of Section 2.5, 
Evaluation of Environmental Impacts and Risk, from Volume I. with 
emphasis on human health risk assessment, performance evaluation. 
and performance assessment. Cross reference should be made to 
Appendix H, Human Health Risk and Safety Impacts Study. 

E .  t m  

“Under Alternative 2, environmental restoration activities would 
cease. This would result in a condition of noncompliance with 
environmental requirements and limit the future use of the land.” 

Council of Environmental Quality Regulations 1500.2(e) state that 

Federal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible “use the NEPA 
process to identify and assess the 
alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse 
effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment.” 
In reference to Alternative 2 and its effect on DOE‘S Environmental 
Restoration Program, State officials believe this alternative is not 

[emphasis added] 
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PAGE S-30 
Line 4 

COMMENT 009 

reasonable; moreover, if adopted, this’altemative will violate NEPA 
implementing regulations. Accordingly, the structure of Alternative 
2 must be reconfigured in the Final EIS to avoid “compliance.’ 
conflicts with NEF’A. 

“Other testing and experimental activity in support of stockpile 
stewardship programs would have smaller impacts (than impacts 
from conducting an underground nuclear test].” 

State officials concur that unavoidable impacts to the environment 
would occur if the President directs DOE to conduct an underground 
nuclear test at the NTS. Most observers believe, however, that it is 
unlikely that nuclear testing will resume in the near or distant future. 
Nevertheless, other impacts from planned stockpile stewardship 
activities at the NTS will have significant impacts on the 
environment. The description of the classified subcritical test 
proposed at the LYNER complex will cause the dispersal of 
substantial quantities of plutonium-239, along with the abandonment 
of the plutonium contaminated underground ”shot” moms. The 
Final EIS should clarify that this is an unavoidable adverse impact 
and that DOE is not planning to remediate these “permanently“ 
contaminated underground areas. 

64 
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1-9 t ' u  

1 .o MTRODUCTION 

PAGE 1-2 

COMMENT 010 

PAGE 1-5 
Sectton 1.3 

COMMENT 011 

66 

Paragraphs should be added to the -.tro--ction that discuss (i) the 
reasons for the exclusion of the Yucca Mountain Project from the 
EIS, (ii) the significance of Volume 2, Framework for Resource 
Management Plan, to the ElS, and (iii) that Appendix F is a NEPA 
compliance action. There is no mention anywhere in Volume 1 as to 
why the Frameworlc for Resource Management Plan was undertaken, 
and, as in the abstract for the EIS. the Introduction must include such 
insight. The information needed for thii is in Section 1.4, 

Relationship to the Nevada Test Site Environmental Impact 
Statemens in Volume 2. 

Lines 27 through 30 indicate that the primary federal and State laws, 
regulations, Executive orders, and DOE orders that may apply to the 
proposed action and alternatives presented in the NTS US are 
appropriately summarized in Appendix C. 

A brief discussion of the public land orders for the NTS withdrawal 
should be noted on Page 1-5 followed by a detailed discussion in 
Appendix C. At presehf Appendix C contains an inadequate 
discussion of the withdrawal orders. 
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PAGE 1-6 

COMMENT 012 

PAGE 1-7 
Line I4 

COMMENT 013 

PAGE 1-7 
Line 33 

59 I 

Cllarifieation: Line6. . .  

The reference citation for Yucca Mountain (3.2.7.1) is incorrect. . 

"The NTS is no longer considered a potential host site for the tritium 
supply and recycling facilities; they have been replaced with a 
generic, heavy industrial facility with similar footprint and resources 
requirements. In this way, the impact analysis for the expanded use 
of NTS resources is preserved." 

We concur that DOE has chosen not to site a major tritium 

production facility at the NTS. There are, however, other proposed 
actions at the NTS that could be construed as representing "a 
genetic, heavy industrial facility." The most obvious example is a 
new fuel fabrication facility for the production of mixed oxide 
(MOX) fuel . The ElS fails, however, to identi6 this alternative 

' 

activity.' . .  

"Under stockpile management activities, the NTS Device Assembly 
Facility is proposed as an alternative site for weapons assembly and 
disassembly.'' It should be.mentioned that the Notice of Intent (NOl) 
for DOE'S Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic 

' US. Department of Energy, March 1995. oflice of Fissile Materials Disposition 
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COMMENT 016 This statement is vague, unclear, and should be clarified. For 
example, how will decisions concerning future uses of the NAFR 
impact DOE programs and will the uselcontrol of Pahute Mesa 
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COMMENT 014 

PAGE 1-8 
Line I1 

COMMENT 015 

PAGE 1-9 
Line 9 

Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) also acknowledges that 
there is a potential overlap with the Storage and Disposal PEIS 
regarding storage of strategic reserves of plutonium. (?ne DAF is, in 
fact, identified for multiple missions in both PElS documents). The 
subject NO1 does, however, suggest that preparation of the two PElS 
documents will be coordinated to prevent conflicting analyses and to 
ensure that DOE reaches an appropriate decision. 

State officials are concerned that, if the DAF is selected for the 
management and storage of strategic reserves of plutonium and the 
Storage and Disposition PElS proposes an alternative for plutonium 
disposition that includes use of the DAF, then cumulative impacts 
may occur without adequate environmental analyses,’ as required 
under the NEPA. ’ 

We- . .  

The discussion in the EJS is inadequate. The Implementation Plan 
for the Plutonium Storage and Disposition PElS (Footnote 4) 
identifies the NTS as an alternative site for nuclear reactor 
development and MOX fuel fabrication. The text in the EIS should 
be altered accordingly. 

. .  ellis &r Force 
In reference to the Nellis Air Force Range complex (NAFR), the 
statement is made that “the land withdrawal alternatives evaluated in 

24 

73 

~hange?~ Will access and control of the Double Tracks site and/or 
other plutonium contaminated soil sites on the NAFR change? 

2.0 -AND N- 

PAGE 2-6 
Line 8 

COMMENT 01 7 

NTS W v  
“While the NTS no longer accepts transuranic or mixed waste From 
other sites, the management of lowlevel wastes generated at the 
NTS and other DOE-approved facilities across the United States has 
been an ongoing mission of the NTS.” 

. .  

State officials do not concur with this statement for the following 
reas0nS: 

Performance: While we are aware that DOE has ’ 

developed a waste acceptance program at the NTS, the acceptance 
criteria are not based on a completed performance assessment that 

’ Under a Memorandum of Understanding between DOE and the Depanment of the Air 
Force (Tact id  Air Command -- Nellis). use and operational control of the Pahute Mesa 
has k n  granted to DOE for ‘execution of the nation’s underground nuclear weapons 
test mission”. See MOU E-AIOS-82NV 10283. 
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clearly delineates the type and character of the wastes that can be 
disposed of at either the.Area 3 or the Area 5 radioactive waste 
management sites. Therefore, DOE is in violation of its own waste 
management order (5820.2A, Chapter 111, a & b). 

Land-Use C-: There are existing legal constraints contained 
in the public land orders for the NTS land withdrawal that must be 

resolved before DOE can legally dispose of offsite-generated low- 
level waste at the site. Specifically, the NTS land withdrawal orders 
restrict the use of the site to atomic testing activities only. State 
officials have long contended that DOE must seek both’ 
congressional and State approval to use the site for disposal of 
radioactive waste shipped from offsite generators. 

. .  

We contend that to legally implement disposal decisions for low- 
level and low-level mixed waste (as well as high-level waste, spent 
nuclear fuel, and special nuclear materials such as plutonium), DOE 
must obtain exclusive jurisdiction over the lands comprising the 
disposal facilities on the NTS and/or adjacent public lands. The EIS, 
however, omits any discussion of how DOE intends to acquire 
exclusive jurisdiction over these lands, given that exclusive 
jurisdiction may only be acquired in the manner set forth in United 
States Constitution. Of particular interest to Nevada is the 
requirement that DOE obtain the consent of the Nevada Legislature 
in order to acquire exclusive jurisdiction. Moreover, if DOE intends 
to exercise less than exclusive jurisdiction, at some point the 
Department must present the rationale upon which it bases its 
assumption that it can accomplish isolation of the waste and 
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prevention of huinan intrusion in the absence of exclusive 
jurisdiction. 

PAGE 2-9 

76 I CoMMENT018 

77 

78 

PAGE 2-14 

COMMENT 019 

( Page Insert) . .  

DOE failed to include a specific definition for Special Case Waste 

(SCW) in the definitions. Although a definition of Greater-Than- 
Class-C (GTCC) waste is provided, the amount of this waste type 
compared to the amount of SCW is not that significant. For 
example, while DOE has publicly stated that as much as 70,000 
cubic feet (2,OOOm’) of GTCC waste will be produced through the 
year 2035‘, the estimates for Special Case Waste are much larger and 
may exceed 2.6 million cubic feet (75,000m’). Because SCW has 
been disposed at NTS and, since this wkte type is generally long- 
lived, contains high concentrations of radionuclides, and represents 
a significant threat to human health and the environment, the waste 
type should be specifically defmd in the document.’ 

A subsection should be added that discusses the biological- 
ecological studies and information as well as the reclamation studies 
and information accrued by the Yucca Mountain Project. If this 
information, which is extensive and significant, has not been used for 

h c h e e d  Corporation, April 11,1995. for CTCC LLY 
(ACEFederal Reporten, INC., page 19). 

See Federal Register Notice 3/13!9S: Strategy for Management and Disposal of Greater- 
Thawclass-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste. 

’ 
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PAGE A I S  

COMMENT 020 
79 

PAGE 2-1 7 
Section 2.5.5 

sa 

PAGE 2-20 
Line 7 

the EIS, steps should be taken to incorporate it along with 
corresponding analyys in the Final EIS. (See Comment 136) 

The figure should include the biological;ecologicaI studies and 
information as well as the reclamation studies and information 
accrued by the Yucca Mountain Project. 

The discussion on the performance evaluation process established for 
screening DOE sites for disposal of mixed low-level and defense 
low-level waste should be expanded. The discussion in the EIS 
missed the point that the process was implemented across the entire 
weapons complex and not just for the NTS. How this national 
performance evaluation process will be used to support forthcoming 
decisions for disposal of mixed low-level and low-level defense 
waste, via DOE'S Final Waste Management PEIS, should also be 

discussed. 

"Therefore, the performance assessment for these waste management 
facilities will not focus on the groundwater pathway. l f a  ground- 
water pathway is demonstrated, the risk associated with the Waste 
Management Program (results of the performance assessment 
activities) would be integrated with the current underground test 
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COMMENT 022 

81 

82 
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area's remediation (part of the Environmental Restoration 

Program)." 

State officials concur with these statements and contend that, 
as part of the Performance Assessment process, DOE must include a 
detailed assessment of potential groundwater pathways for'the Area 
3 disposal site. The State expeas DOE to commit to a peiformance 
assessment of the potential groundwater pathways for the Area 3 
disposal site and provide a schedule for such an assessment in the 
EIS ROD. 

: 

In addition, statements in the EIS suggests that "scientific 
hypotheses" indicate that the rubble chimney beneath the low-level 
waste unit at Area 3 will not enhance or promote vertical 
groundwater flow to the deep shot cavity.' Justification for this 
statement could not be found in the EIS. We also note the statement 
in Section 5.1. I S.2. of the EIS which says "the Desert Research 
Institute has investigated the effects of craters on infiltration and soil 
moisture movement, and research is continuing in this area". . . [and] 
the study was inconclusive [and] additional studies are planned 
during 1997." Clearly the EIS itself is contradictory about the need 
to develop additional information on groddwater pathway analyses 
for the disposal sites in Area 3. 

State officials suggest that DOE reevaluate and state in the EIS the 
need for a specific groundwater pathway analysis for the Area 3 

' See US. Page 2-22, lines 26 - 30. 
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disposal site. Also, relying on the model that was developed for the 
Area 5 site as a substitute for developing a specific’an’alysis for the 
Area 3 site.is not acceptable (See Page 2-22, lines 28-30). While we 
concur that the natural hydrological and geological environments 
beneath the two NTS disposal sites may have been similar in the 
past, nuclear testing has induced ground motion and fracturing at 
Area 3 and has clearly changed the natural conditions at this site. A 

total of 251 underground nuclear tests were conducted at’Area 3 as 
opposed to only five tests at Area 5.9 

PAGE 2-23 
Line 32 As disclosed in the EIS, in 1986, transuranic waste shipped h m  

DOE’S Rocky Flats plant in Colorado was buried at the Area 5 waste 
disposal site at the NTS. Yet the subsequent preliminary analysis of 
the site (as per CFR Pari 191) suggests the waste site may not meet 
adequate disposal confmement requirements. The EIS states that 
“Preliminary performance assessment studies indicate that this ’ 
source tenn [tnursUranic waste buried in Trench TMC] is 
noncompliant with the containment and individual protection 
requirements [contained in 40 CFR 1911.” To address this 
unfavorable situation, the EIS suggests that DOE officials will 
identify and assess appropriate corrective measures as a result of the 
preliminary performance assessment. 

State officials expect a discussion of one or more alternative actions 
to address compliance with the environmental radiation protections 

CUMMENT 023 

Sce €IS. Pages 4-14 and 4-15 
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standards stipulated under CFR 191 for the referenced waste site. 
The discussion should be presented in the Final EIS. Moreover, a 
commitment to implement the identified remedies should be 
stipulated in the EIS Record of Decision. 

The State also knows that the greater confinement boreholes at the 
Area 5 disposal site were shut down because these boreholes did not 
meet the requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act. This is one 
more instance where the State expects DOE to develop alternative 
actions and corrective action plans to bring this activity into 
compliance. It is not acceptable mitigation to simply cease an 
activity that is in violation of requirements. Measures must be taken 
to adequately mitigate the contamination. DOE should commit to 
this action in the EIS ROD. 

3.0 

PAGE 3-3 
Line I9 Destroying damaged nuclear weapons. 

COMMENT 024 A review of the existing public land orders that established the NTS 
reveals that this activity is inconsistent with both the purpose and 
intent of the withdrawal orders. The NTS was established for 
nuclear testing activities and related research and development 
pro& only, not for destroying damaged nuclear weapons. 
Discussion of this activitj. should be excluded from activities 
classified as continued and current operations. 

. 

’ 
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PAGE 3-4 

PAGE 3-6 

Line 7 

PAGE 3-6 

Section 3~ 

Again, a review of the existing public land orders that established the 
NTS clearly show that the activities discussed here are inconsistent 
with both the purpose and intent of the withdrawal. The NTS was 
nnt established to serve as a waste disposal site for off-site generated 
defense wastes. In reference to the No Action Alternative, the 
description of the NTS waste management program described under 
Alternative 2, Section 3.1.2.2 aptly describes the type of on-site 
disposal p r o m  that would be consistent with existing site mission 
requirements stipulated under the public land orders. 

.. . . al We- 

The EIS should reference the congressional action and/or direct 
appropriation made in support of this mission activity . If no such 
authorization is available, the function should be considered only as 
part of the expanded use alternative. 

- -  
Fig& 3-1 and Line 23 

Several areas in the northeastern corner of NTS are identified in 

Figure 3-1 (Pages 3-8 to 3-9) as Nuclear Test Zones (areas 1-4 and 
7-10) and Nuclear or High Explosive Test Zones (areas 12 and 16). 
Legislation currently pending in Congress (H.R.1020 and S.1271) 
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directs DOE to construct a road for truck transport of spent nuclear 
fuel and high-level radioactive waste through these areas (along the 
“Chalk Mountain Route”) to an interim storage facility in Aka 25. 
Since these bills have been reported out of the congressional 
committees ofjurisdiction, and the bills identify a specific route 
through these areas, the proposed heavy haul truck operations 
cannot be dismissed as speculative activities. If any of these 
proposals are enacted by Congress, the EIS must be supplemented. 
The supplement would need to discuss the compatibility or 
incompatibility of heavy haul buck operations with DOE‘s use of 
lands for underground nuclear weapons tests and underground and 
surface high-explosive tests or experiments proposed under 
Alternative 1. 

A significant portion of DOE’S proposed Nuclear Test Zone is 
located on the Pahute Mesa. While State officials are not necessarily 
opposed to this suggested land-use designation, the EIS should 
clarify that such a designation may not be within DOE’s control. 
The Pahute Mesa constitutes public lands that have been temporarily 
withdrawn for military use -- and then subsequently “loaned” to 
DOE for nuclear testing activities (See footnote 5). As DOE is 
aware, any future use of the Pahute Mesa after 2001 is subject to 
Congressional approval per PL. 99406: The Final EIS should 
clarify these facts. 
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In fact, State officials understand that alternatives for storage and 
disposal of DOE'S SCW (along with GTCC waste) will be evaluated 
in a forthcoming Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, 
"tiered" from DOE'S Waste Management Programmatic EIS." This 
EIS will likely consider a disposal strategy which proposes co- 
disposal of SCW with GTCC waste in a single NRC-licensed 
disposal facility. This is important, since the proposed repository at 
Yucca Mountain would be one of the candidate disposal sites. 
(Presumably, if the discussion in the NTS EIS is to be believed, a 
disposal site on the NTS will also be considered.) Yet the NTS EIS 
fails to discuss any of these issues. In fact, the entire discussion 
about waste defined a s p  ' is 
convoluted, misleading, and generally misrepresented in the EIS. 
Alternative 1, for example, proposes continued "Greater 
Confinement Waste Storage"" of this waste, while Alternative 3 
proposes that "disposal capability for higb-specific activity, low- 
level waste would be e~panded."'~ 

proceeds with a codisposal decision at one of the existing disposal 
sites on the NTS, the problems associated with addressing the 
"composite effects" will have to be acknowledged in the EIS and 
addressed in the Performance Assessments for the Area 3 and 5 
disposal sites. 

DOE'S NEPA compliance strategy for management and disposition 
of SCW and its relationship to the NTS EIS must be clarified. In 
addition, if either the Area 5 or Area 3 disposal sites are. considered 
for confinement of SCW, as proposed under Alternative 3, the . 

I' Notice of Inquiry: Strategy for Management and Disposal of Greater-Than-Class-C 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste.. Federal RegisterNotice, Vol. 60, No. 4%. Monday. 
March 13,1995 

See €IS, Pages S-9 and 3-333 

See EIS, Page A- 40, line 26 

'j 

" 
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" Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, & a m m g & b n  94-7 IS. 1994 
Federal Register Vol. 59, No. 178, page 47309. 

37 



. .  

92 

93 

94 

DOE EIS May 3. 19% S a c  Clcarinxhoux 
Nevada Test Site 

PAGE 3-14 
Lines 14-28 

COMMENT 029 
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Use: Defense Prnglauns IC 

The four public land orders that established the NTS fail to support 
activities covering storage, assembly, disassembly, and modification 
of nuclear weapons. Likewise, interim storage of plutonium pits and 
weapons components and long-term storage and disposition of 
weapon-usable fissile materials are not consistent with these land 
withdrawal orders. ' . 

I 

In fact, if DOE selects any of the these activities as part of the 
preferred alternative, then the EIS must evaluate these activities for 
possible conflicts with the objectives of federal, state, and local land 
use plans, policies, and & (See CEQ 1502.16 (c)). Our review 
of the draft EIS suggests that such an evaluation is clearly missing 
for the land use requirements contained in the NTS public land 
orders. Sections 5.1.1.1 and 5.3.1.1.1 and AppendixC ofthe EIS 
contain no such evaluation. 

In a related matter, State officials do understand that decisions 
regarding waste disposal. weapons management, and storage and 
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials are being assessed in 
three different and separate DOE Programmatic Environmental 
Impacts Statements (PEIS). We are also aware the NTS is 
considered a viable alternative in each of these PEIS documents. 
However. since these documents BMnt propose to address site- 
specific CEQ compliance issues, such as conflicts with "objectives 
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PAGE 3-15 

COMMENT 030 

SA1 # 9S~OOl10 

of federal plans, policies, and controls", then we must agak insist . 
that the NTS EIS contain such an evaluation. . 

At a minimum, if the proposed action defined in the Final EIS 
conflicts with existing permitted land uses at NTS, then DOE must 
commit in the EIS Record of Decision to address the resolution of 
such conflicts. A detailed strategy to resolve such conflicts should 
be specifically defined in the Mitigation Action Plan for the EIS. 

Section 1 

Included in the list of waste management activities on this page is a 
proposal to expand the disposal capability at hTS for wastes defined 
as "inappropriate for shallow land disposal." We must assume this 
refers to waste materials bm'ed in the 13 greater confinement 
disposal boreholes and/or other deep trenches at the Area 5 disposal 
facility." According to the EIS, these waste materials could be 
defined as Greater-Than-Class-C low-level waste, high-specific- 
activity low-level waste, transuranic waste, transuranic mixed waste, 
and classified wastes." As mentioned previously, State officials 
believe these wastes are defined as Special Case Waste, and 
accordingly, must be subjected to a broad programmatic analysis 
under the regulations of the National Environmental Policy Act. 

Io SK EIS, Page A-29,linesZl-28 

" See EIS, Page 4-45 
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PAGE 3-22;23 

COMMENT 032 

102 
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3.5: Work for 
A. 

If a research and demonstration project for conventional weapom 
demilitarization is successfully implemented at the NTS and a full 
scale demilitarization program is subsequently proposed, then DOE 
must akess land-use conflicts with the mission requirements set 

forth in the existing land withdrawal orders for the site. In addition, 
if the proposed activity results in a commitment in perpetuity of land 
and resources at the site, then the expressed purpose of the State’s 
cession of jurisdiction of the NTS would also require review. 

Public Recreation 

The Timber Mountain Caldera is a national natural landmark which 
has been designated as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern. 
Under Alternative 4 (Figure 3-4), the EIS suggests that portions of 
NTS, including the Timber Mountain Caldera, could be considered 
as a potential 
Management for public use). State officials concur with this 
approach and propose that DOE pursue “turn back” of the area as 
part of the EIS RMP process discussed in Volume 2 of the EIS. One 
of the RMP goals for guiding the conservation and use of resources 
at NTS could be the pursuit of this turn back option. 

(i.e., released to the Bureau of Land 

Also, the discussion of the Timber Mountain Caldera National 
Natural Landmark should explain what the designation involves and 
the role of the National Park Service. Any biological or other 
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PAGE 3-26 
Line I7 

COMMENT 033 
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environmental studies of the area should be cited and summarized, 
and any DOE activities that have o c ~ d  there should be described. 
Figure 3-4, page 3-24, should include the official boundaries of the 
Timber Mountain Caldera National Natural Landmark, as given in 
Map 6, page 1 1, of the Bureau of Land Management Approved 
Nellis Air Force Range Resource Plan and Record ofDecision, 
February 1992. 

from Further C- . .  
Receipt of waste fiom out-of-state waste generators. 

In the State of Nevada’s scoping comments for this EIS’q it was 
stated “that the only action appropriately described as 
the NTS includes only national defense and nuclear weapons testing 
activities defined under the public land orders as consented to by the 
State of Nevada for the NTS withdrawal.”” We furrher stated that 
the activities described by DOE in its Notice of Intent as “No 

Action” were in fact “Expanded Use”. The State’s position on pis  
issue has not changed. Hence, receipt of waste from out-of-state 

at 

103 I 

I’ Nevada Depamnml of Administration, November IO; 1994, Letter to Donald R. Elk, 

Locationr 

Public Land Order 805, February 12.1952; Public Land Order 2568, Dewmber 19. 
1961; Public Land Order 3759, August 3,1965, as consented to by the Nevada State 
Legislature, NRS 328.135, .160, ,170. (See First Amended Complaint, State of Nevada 
vs. (YLeary, U.S. DistridCourt [Nevada], Case No. CV-S-94-00576-PMP (RLH), 
1 3 2 . )  
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Lines 9-13 

COMMENT 034 

. .  
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waste generators can only be assessed in the EIS as “Expanded Use”, 
not as part of the site’s continued current operations. 

“....no decision on rail access to the NTS will be made in this W S ]  
ElS or in the Record of Decision. The DOUNV recognizes, 
however, that a rail option would be a feasible alternative should the 
NTS be named the sole low-level waste disposal site for the DOE 
complex and defers any decision to such time that a decision in made 
in the Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement.” 

In concept, State officials concur with this decision strategy for 
assessing rail access to the NTS. CEQ regulations (1508.28)’ 

encourage major federal actions to be covered in broader 
environmental impacts statements and thereafter be assessed in detail 
in subsequent site-specific EIS documents. Notwithstanding this 
approach, there are two 

rail transport of nuclear waste to the NTS which are actively being 
contemplated: ( I )  The Ofice of Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management (DOUOCRWM) has initiated scoping for the Yucca 
Mountain Repository EIS, and the document will assess rail access 
of spent nuclear fuel and high-level waste; (2) As stated in the NTS 
EIS, “Should the DOE decide to construct and operate a rail spur [to 
Yucca Mountain], the D O W  would perform additional 
evaluations associated with the use of this resource by low-level 
waste generators.” 

converging decisions concerning 
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PAGE 3-29 

COMMENT 03s 

To adequately comply with the CEQ implementing regulations for 
NEPA, State officials contend that these 
would require preparation of a SuoolementalElS to the NTS Site- 
Wide EIS.” We note the analysis of rail impacts such as effefts to 

human health and the environment will be performed by DOE\ 
OCRWM at both the programmatic and site-specific level (Le., 
programmatic for rail transport outside of Nevada and site-specific 
for rail transport inside Nevada). Such an analysis w, however, 
include a - of transporting repository- 
destined waste as well as low-level waste to the NTS. This paragraph 
should state where the cumulative impacts fkom the Yucca Mountain 
Project will be addressed and why such impacts are not addressed in 
this EIS. 

. .  

Section 3.2.6.1 about the Yucca Mountain Project should site and 
discuss the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between DOE 
Nevada Operations Office and the Yucca Mountain Project (UN- 
207) executed on September 1, 1994. The MOA should be included 
among the citations in Appendix C, Relevant Regulatory 
Requirements. 

L 

’‘ CEQ 1508.7 (Cumulative impacts): CEQ lS02.9 (1x1) DraR final, and supplemental 
statements. 
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Lines 20-24 

COMMENT 036 

“In accordance with the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, the DOE 
prepared an environmental assessment in 1986 to determine the 
suitability of the Yucca Mountain site characterization. The current 
characterization activities occurring at Yucca Mountain are 
evaluated in existing National Environmental Policy Act documents 
and are included in the discussion of cumulative impacts within this 
NTS EIS. 

These statements are inaccurate, misleading, and must be corrected. 
First of all, the 1986 statutory Environmental Assessment (EA) y m  

-prepared “to determine the suitability of the Yucca Mountain site 
characterization.” In fact, the EA served only as a site screening 
document. Section I IZ.(D) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act 
(NWPA), as Amended, specifies the purpose and intent of the 
document. It requires the Secretary of Energy to “evaluate whether 
such site [Yucca Mountain] is suitable for site characterization . . .” 
In other words, the EA was mandated by the NWPA to determine if 
the site was suitable to initiate a detailed site characterization 
program. The Act required a separate and subsequent evaluation as 
“to whether such site [Yucca Mountain] is suitable for development 
as a repository.” 

Second, DOE has never prepared any NEPA documentation to 
assess the impact of any “current characterization activities“ at 
Yucca Mountain. The I986 statutory Environmental Assessment 
was not prepared in accordance with CEQs NEPA regulations under 
40 CFR Parts 1500-1508. 
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COMMENT 037 

PAGE 3-36 
Lines 11-14 

COMMENT 038 

108 

SA1 # 953001 IO 

As stated earlier, if congressional legislation directs DOE to site an 

MRS facility at the NTS, then the NTS EIS will need to be 
supplemented. If this occurs, the supplemental EIS must fully 
evaluate the potential risks and impacts of spent nuclear fuel and 
high-level nuclear waste transportation to the interim storage facility 
at NTS Area 25, along with NTS transportation activities of 
radioactive waste and special nuclear materials. In particular, such 
an assessment must address the compatibility of NTS on-site and off- 
site routine operations using existing and new transportation 
infrastructures. the potential impacts of very severe accidents and 
terrorist attacks involving interim storage facility shipments to NTS, 
and related implications for NTS transportation activities such as 
public perception impacts and interim storage facility transportation 
risks. 

”From data on the number and dates of the underground tests at the 
NTS, a total quantity of radioactivity remaining underground is 
estimated to be 300 million Ci [Curies]. Much of this radioactivity 
remains captured in the original cavity, and thus is not available to 
leach into the groundwater.” 

This statement is misleading and, according to other statements in 
this EIS, inaccurate. The pronouncement that much of the 
radioactivity “is not available to leach into the groundwater’‘ at the 
NTS is not supported by the analysis presented in the EIS. 
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A definitive discussion concerning the uncertainties about the 
radiological source term in the groundwater at NTS is provided on 
Page 4-1 59. In that discussion, it is noted that nearly 40 percent of 
the source term at the site is bound up in the groundwater &e., 112 
million curies). In addition, while statemenrs in the EIS suggest that 
“there is considerable uncettainty concerning the actual quantity of 
this radioactivity that can enter the groundwater regime” (Page 4- 
159, line 19). other statements conclude that “the release of 
radionuclides through the leaching pathway [leaching of  
radionuclides from the melt glass and cavity rubble within each shot 
cavity] continues to be an area of active research and with time, a 
better understanding of the true hydrologic source term could be 
had“ (Page 4-161, line 37). Finally, the document states that “future 
studies covered by this EIS will help to reduce the current levels of 
uncertainty concerning both the mechanisms and consequences of 
radionuclide transport via groundwater flow at the NTS.” 

The Final EIS should, therefore, explain the uncertainties regarding 
the current knowledge of radiological source term contamination 
currently in the groundwater and the u n c d n t i e s  associated with 
further Contamination of the groundwater by leaching down through 
the shot cavities. 

PA GE 3-3 7 - 
Lines 14-1s ”The majority of postulated injuries and fatalities would be a result 

of normal traffic accidents and not a result of exposkre to the 
transported waste. Accidents that involve release of radioactive 
waste were factored into the risk evaluation.” 
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Lines 16-18 

COMMENT 040 

Lines 2628 

This statement cannot be verified based on the information presented 
in the EIS and the supporting Transporntion Study (Appendix I). 
The EIS fails to provide a detailed discussion of a maximum credible 
severe accident or terrorist attack. To the extent that the statement 
can be supported by information presented in the EIS. the conclusion 
would apply only to shipments of low- level radioactive and mixed 
wastes. 

“The DOE is committed to working with stakeholders and the 
American Indian sovereign nations on transportation issues during 
the National Environmental Policy Act process and into the future as 
issues arise.” 

DOE must address specific routing issues for low-level waste 
shipments to the N E .  Specifically. and in consultation with 
sovereign nations and affected units of local government, DOE must 
develop a preferred low-level waste route alternativqs) for inclusion 
in the Final EX. In addition, the agency must stipulate specific 
routes in the EIS Record of Decision, as well as institute a process of 
contractually requiring shippers to adhere to the selected routes. 

“Even if low-level waste disposal was to result in the downward 
movement of contaminants to the deep subsurface, the incremental 
contribution of contamination [from waste disposed in craters at 
Area 31 to the radiologic source contained at and near the point of 
detonation would be negligible.” 

45 



STATE GOVERNMENT 2 (CONTINUED) 

State Clearinghouse 
SA1 # 953001 IO 

WE EIS May 3, 1996 
h'evada Test Site 

COMMENT 041 

113 

PAGE 3-41 
Table 3-55 

114 I CoMMENT042 

115 ' I  

This statement is contrary to DOE policy which specifically 
promotes management of radioactive waste to protect and preserve 
the en~ironrnent.'~ Furthermore, there is no data or performance 
assessment presented that substantiates this conclusion. 

s ummarv CornDanson of &mmnme&- 

The statements made in this table cannot be verified based on the 
information presented in the EIS and the supporting Transportation 
Study (Appendix I). The EIS fails to provide a detailed discussion of 
a maximum credible severe accident or terrorist attack. To the extent 
that the statements are supported by information presented in the 
EIS, the conclusions would apply only to shipments of low-level 
radioactive and mixed wastes. 

4.0 MFECIED E 7  

PAGE 4-3 Test Site and Su- 
Lines 3-6 "The NTS is in a remote and arid region, surrounded [emphasis 

added] by federal lands, with strictly controlled access . . . [and] the 
surrounding federal lands are not available for public use . . ." 

'' "WE low-level wasie operations shall be managed to protect the health and safety of 
the public, w n  vironm- [emphasis added] of the waste management 
facilities, and ensure that no legacy requiring remedial action remains afier operations 
have been terminated." (See DOE order 58202A (Chapter Ill 2. a. w), Management 
of Low-level Waste.) 

46 

116 

117 

STATE GOVERNMENT 2 (CONTINUED) 

DOE EIS May 3. 1996 State Clearinghouse 
Nevada Test Sile 

COMMENT 043 

PAGE 4-8 
Table 4-1 

COMMENT 044 

PAGE 4-9 
Lines 18-21 

I COMMENT 045 

SA1 # 953OOl IO 

This statement is misleading and incorrect. Most of the N T S  is 
surrounded by "federal lands" that have been temporarily withdrawn 
for military use or for conservation, such as the Nellis Air Force 
Range and the Desert National Wildlife Rehge. However, a portion 
of the lands on the southern and southwestern borders of NTS is 
directly contiguous to public lands. Those public lands are managed 
for multiple use by the Bureau of Land Management. The text in the 
EIS should be corrected accordingly. 

In addition 10 the grouped data presented in Table 4-1 on remaining 
radioactivity at the NTS, the EIS should also provide an isotope 
inventory of radionuclides remaining in the vadose zone for various 
geographic areas such as Frenchman's and Yucca Flats. While 
Table 4-27 on Page 4-160 does provide limited information for areas 
considered under or within 330 A. of the water table, the EIS fails to 
provide this type of data for the vadose zone. 

and W i t h d d  
"Pahute Mesa, located in the northern ponions of Areas 19 and 20, 
which encompasses approximately 106,240 acres, is managed by the 
DOE as a part of the NTS in accordance with a 1963 Memorandum 
of Understanding with the US. Air Force." 

As mentioned previously (Comment 16), continued use of Pahute 
Mesa is uncertain and subject to Air Force compliance with PL 99- 
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606. DOE officials should be aware that long term hstitutional 
management of Pahute'Mesa should ~t be subject to temporary 
military withdrawals, where land is not being used or contemplated 
for use by the Air Force for ground defense activities. This EIS is 
for a 10 year period; the Air Force jurisdiction, and thus the MOU, 
will expire within this time period. Therefore, the EIS must describe 
the intended action. ' ' 

Lines 23-28 

The discussion about the Bureau of Land Management's review 
process for the NTS public land orders is incomplete. The text in the 
EIS must be expanded to include the current status of the review 
process. See related Comments 11. 159, and 160. 

I 

PAGE 4-15 

Line 7 

The Big Explosives Experimental Facility is fmt  mentioned here. 
There is no cross reference to Appendix F, which is a Project- 
Specific Environmental Analysis for the facility. The facility should 
be included in Chapter 2, Purpose and Need for DOE Action, and the 
purpose for Appendix F should be explained there. (See Comment 
162) 
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PAGE 4-25 
Figure 44 

COMMENT 048 

PAGE 4-26 
Line 3 

123 

124 

PAGE 4-29 
Table 4-3 

COMMENT 050 

The referenced figure is incorrect. Thae is no Yucca Mountain 
Land Withdrawal. 

Reference to Section A.7 is incorrect; the reference should be A.6. 

Wells on the lyTs 
Army Well 1 

The information listed for Army Well 1 appears to be incorrect. The 
detail+ discussion on the water supply presented in Appendix A 
(A.6.1.1.3) indicates that Army Well 1 provides water for the 
southern half ofNTS only. (See Page A-86, lines 23-29.) 

In a related matter, the overall discussion of the NTS water supply 
system presented in Section 4. I. I .3 of the EIS, as well as in 
Appendix A, clearly indicates that significant improvement to the 
existing water supply and distribution system would be needed to 
accommodate expanded use activities proposed in Alternative 3 of 
the EIS. Accordingly, a general statement as to the overall 
condition of the water supply and distribution system should be 

presented in the EIS under Section 4.1 . I  .3. Also, the impacts of any 
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PAGE 4-32 
Lines 17-34 

PAGE 4-3 7 
Lines67 . 

126 I c0MMENT052 

intended upgrades to the water supply system should be described as 
part of the analysis of the Expanded Use Alternative. 

General discussion 

The discussion of the NTS electrical system fails to note that, 
because of load reductions over the past 2 years, all planned. 
improvements to the subtransmissionlies at the site have been 
canceled. (See Appendix A, Page A-79, lines 23-27). Additionally, 
the discussion fails to mention that the 138-kV tie line between 
Frenchman and the Jackass Flats substation is permanently out of 
service, and that the power lines, insulators, and poles connecting the 
Area 12 camp and Pahute Mesa are in poor condition and difficult to 
repair, resulting in prolonged losses of power to the Mesa area. 

While these important fscts are mentioned in the details provided in 
Appendix A, they should be highlighted in Section 4.1.1.3 of the 
EIS. 

. .  Airsoaee 
ReSeicted Areas 4808 and 4809 

The discussion about the need for and use of Restricted Area R4808 
is missing from Section 4.1 .I .4 of the document. Airspace area 
R4808 overlies the NTS and is managed by DOE. According to the 
EIS, civilian aircraft are never allowed to fly in this restricted 
airspace. Since nuclear testing has been halted, however, the need 
for maintaining this restricted airspace must be explained in the ElS. 
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In the State's scopiog comments, it was stated that DOE should 
"evaluate the potential for allowing the restricted airspace over the 
NTS [R4808] to be used by the Air Force at Nellis a n d h  other 
Department of Defense agencies." We argued that by allowing 
defense agencies to use this airspace, it would permit other special- 
use airspace to be returned to public domain status and/or avert 
additional planned military airspace withdrawals in Nevada. I1 was 
stated that "this is a significant issue in Nevada since more than 40 
percent of the State's airspace (Le., below 18,000 feet mean sea 

level) is designed for military use." 

' Under Alternative 4, Alternate Use of Withdrawal Lands, the EIS 
does point out that "the restricted airspace that overlies the NTS 
would be relinquished and would be available for commacial and 
general aviation use." Yet this action is predicated on the 
discontinuation of all defense-related activities at the NT$ 
something we generally consider a spurious alternative. . 

Hence, justification to retain exclusive control of the airspace over 
the NTS must be addressed in the EIS, given the continuing ban on 
nuclear testing along with presidential directives to maintain a zero . 
yield underground testing p r o m .  

PAGE 4-44 
Lines 9-24 Area 3 Disposal Site. 

The text in this section fails to describe the nuclear test events that 
created the subsidence craters now used and/or contemplated for use 

COMMENT 053 
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PAGE 4-45 
Lines 18-24 

3o I COMMENT 054 

131 I 

as low-level disposal units at the Area 3 disposal site, (i.e., U3ax/bl, 
U3bg, U3ah/at, U3a7., and U3bh). Discussion of this information is 
relevant, since the rubble chimneys beneath the craters are 
considered potential pathways for radionuclide migration. The only 
reference to the depths of the shot cavities beneath these subsidence 
craters is a single notation concerning the U3bh exploratory 
borehole. This borehole is being developed to characterize the 
physical and hydrologic properties of the chimney and to assess the 
potential for downward groundwater movement and radionuclide 
transport (See Page A-3 1, lines 8- 14). 

’ 

In addition, the discussion covering ‘ intheEIS 
(Section 4.1.4) fails to disclose this information, even though the text 
states that “discussion of specific administrative units [such as the! 
Area 3 disposal site] are also included in separate subsections when 
information at a local scale increases understanding and assists in the 
evaluation of impacts.” No discussion of the conditions of the 
existing geology and soils for the Area 3 site are provided in separate 
subsections. 

The reference in this section (Hawkins, 1995) is not listed in the 
referkce section on Page 4-31 8 of the EIS. Moreover, since State 
officials are concerned about the process the DOE used in selecting 
subsidence craters for waste disposal, we are requesting a copy of the 
.referenced document by Hawkins. 
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PAGE 4-46 
Lines 21-26 

COMMENT 055 

132 

PAGE 4-4 7 
Lina  4-24 

COMMENT 056 

The text in this section of the EIS suggests that the State of Nevada 
will defer action on a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Part . 
B permit application for new mixed waste disposal units at the Area 
5 disposal site “until the completion of negotiations between all 
States and the DOE under the Federal Facility Compliance Act’’ are 
complete. While this statement may be true, completion of a Part B 
permit for mixed waste disposal at the NTS be considered in 
advance of a national disposal siting decision for mixed waste as per 
DOE’S Waste Management PEIS. In other words, befoE Nevada 
officials consider the Part B permit for new mixed waste disposal 
units at the NTS, DOE must issue a Record of Decision which 
proposes the NTS as a disposal site for theses wastes and completes 
the requirements in NAC 444-8458. Certificate of Designation 
Process. Moreover, it is the State’s position that a completed 
performance assessment for the Area 5 disposal site must be in place 
before any action is taken on the Part B permit. These conditions 
should be stipulated in the text of the Final EIS. 

Area 9 Landfill 

The text in this section states that “changes in State regulatory 
requirements will cause the Area 9 landfill to undergo p ~ i a l  closure 
and reopen as a Class 111 construction and demolition landfill.” The 
discussion also acknowledges that modification to the’landfill and 
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PAGE 4-48 

Line 36 

SA1 # 953001 IO 

the associated potential impacts to the environment are covered in a 
recently published Environmental Assessment (the EA for Solid 
Waste Disposal - DOE, 1995a). The text in this section fails, 
however, to provide a description of why the referenced EA was 
prepared. It also fails to provide a discussion about both existing and 
potential environmental impacts at the Area 9 landfill site. Hence, 
the “Affected Environment” is not adequately described. 

Accordingly, the Final EIS should reflect that new h i d  waste 
regulations now require that NTS municipal landfills be permitted in 
order to meet groundwater monitoring, design, operation, and 
closure requirements. The Final EIS should also document that the 
Area 9 landfill is located in a subsidence crater formed as a result of 
a subsurface nuclear detonation, the Turfevent detonated in the 
1960s. According to DOE the Turfshot created the UlOc 
subsidence crater, and the denotation was conducted only 150 feet 
above the water table in NTS Area 9?O The Final EIS should reflect 
that continued use of the site as a Class 111 landfill will require partial 
closure, which among other things will include installation of a well 
monitoring system to assess the movement of moisture beneath the 
confinement layer of the new disposal cell. 

Waste S- 
‘-Mixed Waste -- Currently, no mixed waste treatment operations 
occur at the NTS.” 

zo U.S. Department of Energy, 1995. Final Environmental Assessment for Solid Waste 
Disposal. Nevada Test Site, Nye County, Nevada (DOEEA- 1097). 
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COMMENT 057 m i l e  this statement is true, it is not representative ofthe current 
status and thus must be corrected in the Final EIS. Since the draft 
NTS EIS was published, DOEMV issued a Site Treatment Plan 
(STPY’ for the management of mixed waste. The STP identifies 
specific treatment facilities for treating existing and on-site generated 
mixed waste, and it contains enforceable schedules and milestones 
for waste management and treatment activities, as required under the 
Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct). Section 1.5.2 of the 
referenced STF’ states that “NTS mixed waste treatment planning 
will be an integral part of the NTS EIS process.” Significant actions 
involving the treatment of mixed waste proposed in the NTS EIS are 
specifically limited, however, to Alternative 3, Expanded Use?’ 
Federal law (FFCAct) required DOUNV to prepare the STP along 
with a requirement for State approval of the STP. Given that DOE 
has now signed a Consent Order implementing the STP, federal 
actions required by this Order and the STP must now be considered 
as part of Alternative 1 - Continue Current Operations, the so-called 
No Action Alternative. Sections A.2.3.2, Page A-42, lines 1-32 and 
any other relevant sections (i.e., Sec. 4.1.2.3, line 12) of the EIS 
should be changed accordingly. 

U.S. Department of Energy, 1996. Nevada Test Site Treatment Plan, Nevada Operations 
Office, Waste Management Division (DOwh’V-397 (Rev.2). 

See EIS, Section 3. I .3.2 zz 
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PAGE 4-68 
Line 23 

“The average annual [emphasis added] low-level waste transported 
to the Area 5 Radioactive Waste Management Site during 1961 to 
1991 was 14 million A’.” 

This statement means that 14 million A’ ofwaste was received each 

year for the yean indicated. Since this is incorrect, the text should 
be revised. 

The draft EIS defines the region of influence as %e area in which 
the principal direct and secondary socioeconomic effects of the 
project are likely to OCCUT and are expected to be of the most 
consequence for local jurisdictions.” The draft goes on to identify 
Clark and Nye counties and their various subdivisions as the region 
of influence. 

The region of influence for socioeconomic analysis in the EIS must 
include the State of Nevada as a whole. Socioeconomic impacts of 
NTS activities will.have localized impacts that will be manifest 
within counties and sub-county jurisdictions. However, NTS 
activities will also have impacts that will be felt at the State level, 
with possible implications for State revenues and services. These 
potential impacts must be examined in the EIS. 

In addition. the principal area for socioeconomic risk t o k e  State 
from various NTS activities derives from potential impacts to the 
tourisdgaming industry. While such risk may be greatest for Clark 
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County and the Las Vegas economy, it has very significant 
implications for the State as a whole because of Nevada’s revenue 
and tax structure and the predominance of tourisdgaming in the 
overall economic hrnctioning of Lhe State. The EIS, therefore, must 
assess the potential for NTS activities (such as the transportation of 
nuclear and hazardous materials) to negatively affect tourism and 
then examine how such negative impacts would be manifcstcd 
throughou~ the State’s economic system. 

Selected studies dealing with potential tourism and related risk 
impacts associated with the high-level radioactive waste program at 
Yucca Mountain can be found in the following publications. These 
publications are not intended to represent a complete listing of all 
relevant literature, but to provide examples of the voluminous ’ 

amounts of information that are available and should be used in the 
NTS EIS. The Yucca Mountain project is a valid analog ,case for 
various proposed NTS activities that involve the handling, transpolt, 

storage. or disposal of nuclear materials. 

NWPO-SE-02-89: “Yucca Mountain Socioeconomic Project: An 
Inierirn Report on the State of Nevada Socioeconomic 
Studies” (June, 1989) 

NWPO-SE-056-93: ”State of Nevada Socioeconomic Studies of 
Yucca Mountain 1986 - 1992: An Annotated Guide and 

‘Research Summary”(June, 1993) 
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“The Vulnerability of the Nevada Visitor Economy to a Repository 
at Yucca Mountain” by Doug Easterling in 

993 - 1991, 
NWPO-SE-063-95 (July, 1995) 

“Monitoring Stigma“ by James Flynn, et al. in S t & d l w &  
iannual RQZQIS. 1993 - 1995, 

NWPO-SE-063-95 (July, 1995) 

“The Social Amplification of Risk: A Conceptual Framework” by 
R.E. Kasperson. 0. Rem, P. Slovic, H.S. Brown, J. Emel, R 
Goble, J.X. Kasperson, & S. Ratick in &kAn&m . ,8,177- 

187. 

This section attempts to describe the economic and demographic 
context for each of the jurisdictions identified as regions of 
influence. It is apparently intended to serve as a quasi-baseline 
against which to examine possible project-induced economic effects. 
However, nowhere is the State’s largest economic sector, the 
tourisdgaming sector, baselined. Indices such as the number of 
tourists that visit Las Vegas and Clark County, where they come 
from, the amount of money they bring into the State and local 
economies. their demographic characteristics; their propensities to be 
deterred fiom visiting Nevada as a result of various NTS activities or 
accidents related to such activities, and other important information 
are ignored completely. Likewise, the characteristics of the 
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phenomenal, sustained growth that has occurred in Nevada’s 
tourisdgaming over the past two decades is not examined anywhere 
in this so-called socioeconomic analysis. Without such baseline 
information, it is impossible to project what impacts are likely to 
occur as a result of the various EIS alternatives. 

Public S w x k s  
This section describes public education, police protection, and health 
care in the counties and cities within the region of influence. 

A glaring omission in the discussion of baseline conditions is the 
lack of attention to the status of emergency preparednesdemergency 
management in the affected counties and cities as well as at the State 
level. Since the EIS covers proposed activities that involve the 
handling, storage, and transport of nuclear, hazardous, and toxic 
materials in extraordinarily large volumes over an extended period of 
time, the ElS must contain a thorough assessment of the capabilities 
of Nevada’s state and local governments to respond to potential 
accidents and emergencies involving radioactive and toxic materials, 
including incidents where such materials are released to the 
environment and come in contact with people and ecosystems. To 
do this, it is imperative that a baseline be established in the EIS that 
adequately reflects the response capabilities within the State and 
affected jurisdictions. This must be part of the socioeconomic 
baseline for the EIS so that the costs of any needed enhancements to 
these capabilities can be later assessed. 
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PAGE 4-106 
Line 26 
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The establishment of accurate baseline information on emergency 
preparedness capabilities is also important for assessing the likely 
impacts of potentially stigmatizing events and accidents. The ability 
to respond quickly and effectively to high profile incidents where 
fear and strong negative public perceptions are involved could have 
an attenuating influence on the severity of impacts. Conversely, the 
lack of adequate response capabilities and health care facilities can 

seriously exacerbate and amplify any impacts. 

and S o l  
“Discussions of specific administrative units are also included in 
separate subsections when information at a local scale increases 
understanding and assists in the evaluation.“ 

Specific discussion of the Area 5 and Area 3 disposal sites, the Area 
9 landfill site, the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) tunnel complex, 
the specific sites which have been set aside for future nuclear tests 
(Le., the defense readiness program), and the sites identified for solar 
development should be discussed as “separate subsections”. All of 
these sites are proposed for expanded use activities that will impact 
geology and soils. 

. .  ce R a d i w c  Sour= 
‘The major impacts of an underground nuclear test on the physical 
environment are ground motion, disruption of the geologic media, 
surface subsidence, and contamination of the subsurface geologic 
media and surface soils.” 
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PAGE 4-110 
Lines 8 -9 

COMMENT 064 

PAGE 4-113 
Lines 34-35 

COMMENT 065 

Assuming that the physical environment includes groundwater, then 
groundwater must be listed as a resource [in the referenced text] that 
would be impacted by an underground nuclear test. The EIS 

’ 

estimates that nearly 40 percent of the radiological source term at the 
NTS (1 12 million curies) is bound up in the groundwater. The EIS 
fails, however, to provide a radiologic source term estimate for 
radionuclides contained in the subsurface vadose zone. 

our= 
“Site selection factors that are essential to ensuring both containment 
and the integrity of test data have also ensured that failures within 
the test areas have not and would not occur.“ 

While this statement may be true for recent and proposed 
underground nuclear tests. it is not m e  underground tests conducted 
in the past that have failed, resulting in significant venting of 
radionuclides to the ground surface and to the atmosphere. The €IS 
does acknowledge that past testing activities have failed to fully 
contain the release ofradionuclides (See Page 4-187, line 28), but 
this should be further described in the document. 

Seismicitv 

The text indicates that current design practices require facilities to be 
built to seismic Zone 4 Uniform Building Code smdards. Lines 5- 
IO on the same page discuss damage to the Yucca Mountain Field 
Operation Center, located in Area 25, from the 1992 Little Skull 
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Lines 23-24 

COMMENT 066 

Mountain earthquake and state that the facility was built prior to the 
more stringent building codes presently followed on the NTS. Given 
that the NTS is located in a region with moderate to major 
earthquake damage potential, a table listing all engineered structures 
and whether these structures were built to current seismic Zone 4 
standards or previous, less stringent standards would be appropriate. 
Such a table would provide a measure of the vulnerability of DOE 
facilities to damage from future moderate to large earthquakes. 

.., 

The text states: "Based on analysis of previous basaltic volcanism in 
the NTS region, there is no evidence of either an increase in the 
volcanic rate or the development of a large-volume volcanic field 
(Crowe et al., 1986)." The volcanism section makes ILQ definitive 
statement as to whether a volcanic hazard exists at NTS, NAFR 
complex, or ITR. 

The volcanism discussion is deficient because it fails to discuss or 
cite other literature that presents information that argues for future. 
volcanic activity in the region. The following citations are some 
examples: 

Bradshaw, T.K., and Smith, E.I., 1994, Polygenetic Quaternary 
volcanism in Crater Flat, Nevada: Journal of Volcanology 
and Geothermal Research, v. 63, p. 165-182. 
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Connor, C.B., and Hill, B.E., 1994, Estimating the probability of 
volcanic disruption of the candidate Yucca Mountain 

. Repository using spatially and temporally nonhomogeneous 
Poisson models: American Nuclear Society Focus '93. 

Faulds, J.E., Feuerbach, D.L., and Smith, E.I., 1991, New insights on 
structural controls and emplacement mechanisms of 
PliocendQuatemary basaltic dikes, southem Nevada and 
northwestern Arizona [abs.]: Geological Society of America 
Abstracts with Programs, 1991 Annual Meeting, October 
1991, San Diego, California, v. 23, no. 5 ,  A118. 

Faults, J.E., Bell, J.W., Feuerbach, D.L., and Ramelli, A.R., 1994, 
Geologic map of the Crater Flats area, Nevada, (with 3 cross- 
sections): Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology Map 101. 

Feuerbach, D.L., and Smith, E.J., 1990, S t~c tura l  control of 
Pleistocene volcanism in Crater Flat, Nevada [abs.]: 
Geological Society of America Abstracts with Programs, 86th 
Annual MeetinglCordilleran Section, March 1990, Tucson, 
Arizona, v. 22, no. 3, p. 23. 

Ho, C.H.. Smith, E.I., Feuerbach, D.L., and Naumann, T.R., 1991, 
Eruptive probability calculation for the Yucca Mountain site. 
USA: Statistical estimation of recurrence rates: Bulletin of 
VOIMXIOIO~Y, V. 54, pp. 50-56. 
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Ho, C.H., 1992, Risk assessment for the Yucca Mountain high-level 
nuclear waste repository site: Estimation of volcanic 
disruption: Mathematical Geology, v. 24, pp. 347-364. 

Ho. C.H., 1992, Volcanic risk assessment for the Yucca Mountain 
high-level nuclear waste repository site: presented at the 29th 
International Geological Congress held in Kyoto. Japan, 
August 25-September 4,1992. 

Naumann, T.R., Feuerbach, D.L., and Smith, E.I.. 1991, Structural 
control of Pliocene volcanism in the vicinity of the Nevada 
Test Site, Nevada: An example fivm Buckboard Mesa [abs.]: 
87th Annual Meeting/Cordilleran Section, March 1991, San 
Francisco, California, v. 23. no. 2, p. 82. 

Sheridan, M.F., 1992. A Monte Carlo technique to estimate the 
probability of volcanic dikes: Proceedings, High Level 
Radioactive Waste Management, v. 2, p. 2033-2038. 

Smith, E.I., Feuerbach, D.L., Naumann, T.R., and Faults, J.E., 1990, 
The area of most m t  volcanism about Yucca Mountain, 
Nevada: Implications for volcanic risk assessment: 
American Nuclear Society: Proceedings of the International 
Nuclear Waste Symposium, American Nuclear Society of 
Civil Engineers, April 1990, v. 1. pp. 90-97. 

Smith, E.I., Feuerbach, DL.,Naumann. T.R., and Ho, C.H., 1991, 
Volcanic risk assessment studies for the proposed high-level 
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radioactive waste repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, 
USA [abs.]: International Conference on Active Volcanoes 
and Risk Mitigation, Naples, Italy, August 27-September I ,  
1991, Abstract Volume. 

Wells, S.G., McFadden, L.D., Renault, C.E., and Crowe, B.M.. 1990, 
Geomorphic assessment of late Quaternary volcanism in the 
Yucca Mountain area, southem Nevada: Implications for the 
proposed high- level radioactive waste repository: Geolog~. 
V. 18, p. 549-553. 

Wells, S.G., Crowe. B.M., McFadden, L.D., Tunin. BD., 
Champion, D.E., and Fleck, R.J., 1992. Measuring the age of 
the Lathrop Wells volcanic center at Yucca Mountain: 
Science, v. 257, p. 555-558. 

147 

In sum, this literahre assigns late Quaternary to early Holocene ages 
to the most recent volcanic activity in Crater Flat and the Sleeping 
Buttes volcanic centet along the west side of the NAFR complex. 
Some of the literalure (Smith et al. 1990) proposes an area of most 
recent volcanism that includes Crater Flat, Yucca Mountain, and 
Buckboard Mesa. The litmture concludes that there is a significant 
probability of funw volcanism activity occurring at NTS. most 
likely in the western portion. The volcanism section must be 
rewritten to present the current state of knowledge about volcanic 
hazard and the assessment of future risk. 

65 



148 

149 

STATE GOVERNMENT 2 (CONTINUED) 

DOE EIS May 3.19% State Clcarinshouw 
Nevada Tcn Site 

PAGE 4-115 

COMMENT 067 

PAGE 4-118 
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Ceotechnical Hazards 

The Geotechnical Hazards section could benefit h m  a map that 
identifies those areas which are prone to slope instability, soil 
stability problems, and ground instability. Sites with such problems 
can be engineered to mitigate the hazard. The text di&sion is 
generic, but the suggested inclusion of a map outlining the hazard- 
prone areas would resolve the comment. 

The Geologic Resources section should be expanded to include a 
more comprehensive discussion. The potential for geologic 
resources must be considered in any discussions of hture public 
access to all or portions of NTS, lTR, and/or the NAFR complex. 
The following reports provide a more definitive treatment of mineral 
and energy resources than that contained in the draft EIS: 

Bell, E.J., and Larson, L.T., 1982, Overview of Energy and Mineral 
Resources for the Nevada Nuclear Waste Storage 
Investigations, Nevada Test Site, Nye County, Nevada, NVO- 
250, Nevada Operations Office, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Las Vegas. 

Quade, J., and Tmgley, J.V. (1983), A mineral inventory of the 
Nevada Test Site, and portions of the Nellis Bombing and 
Gunnery Range, southern Nye County, Nevada: 
DOuNv/I 0295-1. 
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Johnson, C. and Hummel, P., (199l), Yucca Mountain: Nuclear 
Waste or Resource Rich: Geotimes, American Geological 
InstiMe, v. 36, N. 8, August. 

Cashman, P., and Trexler, J., The Mississippian Antler Foreland and 
Continental Margin in Southern Nevada: The Eleana 
Formation Reinterpreted in Cooper, J., and Sevens, C., (1991) 
Paleozoic Paleogeography of the Western United States 11: 

Pacific Section SEPM, vol. 67, p. 271-280. 

The text on Page 4-122, lines 14, describes an assessment of the 
geothermal resource potential of the NTS by the Harry Reid Center. 
This assessment is not cited as a reference to the draft EIS. 
However, on lines 3 and 4, the conclusion of the assessment is that 
the resource potential was judged to be suitable for the development 
of a binary geothermal power plant. This conclusion appears to be at 
odds with the conclusion on Page 4-120, line 29, that water 
temperatures in the region are insufficient for commercial power 
development. Also, the focus of the geothermal resource discussion 
is on electric power generation. The section is devoid of any 
discussion of geothermal resources for commercial and industrial 
applications. 

This section acknowledges the overall sparsity of information on 
soils of the NTS but suggests that "small areas of local interest" have 
been studied. The remainder of Section 4.1.4.3 on soils contains 
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PAGE 4-138 
Lines 17-19 

PAGE 4-141 

COMMENT 075 

these requirements. DOE should realize that the size of the facility 
does not constitute an exemption to these requirements. The EIS 
should describe plans for attaining compliance with these federal 
requirements and commit to implementing these plans in the ROD. 

v 
“However, because of the size of the NTS, no comprehensive 
floodplain analysis has been conducted in the NTS region to 
delineate the 100-and 500-year flood plains.” 

. 

A specific flood plain analysis must be incorporated or referenced in 
the Final EIS for major projects included in the propokd action for 
the EIS, (e.& infrastructure improvements to support assembly, 
disassembly, and storage of nuclear weapons, new or expanded 
nuclear waste disposal sites [A& 3 site], new waste treatment 
facilities, establishment of a NTS solar enterprise zone, etc.). 

The discussion of springs and impoundments focuses on springs at 
the NTS and impoundments in the Ash Meadows area south of the 
NTS. There is no mention of springs or impoundmen? which may 
exist at ’ITR or the NAFR Complex. A table listing all the springs in 
the region, their location, and discharges would be helphl. Also, a 
table listing all the impoundments in the region, their location, and 
storage capacity would be appropriate. 
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Lines 18-20 

COMMENT 077 
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The following statement is made: ”Prior to any actions that may 
result in dischargesto these limited surface water occurrences, 
reviews will be made to ensure compliance with the appropriate 
Executive orders and federal and State environmental laws and 
regulations.” The text should also make the commitment that no 
actions shall be taken which could result in a lessening of spring 
discharge and a resultant reduction in vegetated area. 

“Any actions that could affect these impoundments [Crystal 
Reservoir] will receive the same type of review for regulatory 
compliance as that discussed above for the springs discharge areas 
[on the NTS].” 

Legal as opposed to regulatory actions may be triggered if the 
groundwater recharge flow from subbasins within NTS to Ash 
Meadows are altered (i.e., at Crystal Reservoir). Ash Meadows is 
important since it contains a water-filled cavern know as Devil’s 
Hole where the endangered pupfish resides. Because of 
past litigation, judicial oversight of the water level in Devil’s Hole is 
in effect. 

In a related matter,. while the State Engineer’s Office has 
historically pursued compliance with Nevada water law at the NTS, 
such compliance would be sought for significant changes in the use 
of the site. This is based on the contention that Congress reserved 
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Groundwater 

Table 4-23, which lists perennial yields and peak historic water 
demands for the IO hydrographic basins on the NTS, should be 
expanded to include bydrographic basins for the NAFR Complex 
and lTR, including all water supply wells. A map should be 
included which delineates the hydrographic basinsFThe text notes 
that an effect of the water withdrawals has been a lowering of water 
levels in the vicinity of some water supply wells and localized 
changes in groundwater flow directions. A table should be included 
which lists supply wells with documented annual pumpage rates, 
water level data, and the magnitude of any declines. 

The text on Page 4-1 50, lines 17-25, should be revised to clearly 
state which wells in Yucca Flat have water level declines due to 

extraction rates which exceed perennial yield, and which have 
declines that may be affected by underground nuclear detonations. 
The effect of excess pumping in Yucca Flat cannot be assessed 
without a clear distinction between historic pumping rates and past 
underground detonations. 

k b e r  et al. (1995) and Clary et al. (1995) cited in this section are 
not included in Section 4.8 References. 

Flow and G m  

The section on groundwater flow and gradients should be expanded 
IO discuss in detail flow conduits between areas of high water supply 
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pumpage and underground nuclear detonations on the NTS and 
down gradient areas of concern such as Beatty, Indian Springs, Ash 
Meadows, Amargosa Valley, and Death Valley. A federal 
requirement to maintain a certain water level in Devil's Hole to 

protect endangered pupfish is such a concern, among others. 

The text on line 16 states "the present conceptual groundwater flow 
model for the Death Valley flow system is derived primarily from 
Winograd and Thordarson (1975) and updated by Waddell et al. 
(1984) and by Laczniak et al. (1992)." In the past few years, based 
upon studies performed for the NTS environmental restoration 
program and the Yucca Mountain high-level nuclear waste 
repository siting program, additional conceptual groundwater flow 
models have been proposed. 

The EIS should acknowledge these other models and discuss the 
variances in the models and possible effects on understanding flow 
magnitude and direction. Examples of other literature are the 
following: . 

PAL Consultants Inc., 1995, A Conceptual Model of the Death 
Valley Ground-Water Flow System, Nevada and California: 
Prepared for U.S. Department of Interior, National Park 
Service. 

PAL. Consultants Inc., 1995, Evaluation of Scientific Literature 
Pertaining to the Conceptualization of the Death Valley 
Ground-Water Flow System, Nevada and California: . 
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Prepared for US. Department of Interior, National Park 
Seivice. 

F'rudic, D., Harrill, J., and Burbey, T., 1993, Conceptual Evaluation 
of Regional Grdund-Water Flow in Carbonate-Rock Province 
of the Great Basin, Nevada, Utah, and Adjacent States: U.S. 
Geological Survey Open File Report 93-170. 

D'Agnese, F.A., 1994. Using Geoscientific Information Systems for. 
'Ihree-Dimensional Modeling of Regional Ground-Water 
Flow Systems, Death Valley Region, Nevada and California: 
Colorado School of Mines, Ph.D. thesis. 

Faunt. C.C., 1994, Characterization of the Three-Dimensional 
Hydrogeologic Framework of the Death Valley Region, 
Nevada and California: Colorado School of Mines, Ph.D. 
thesis. 

Bredehoefl, J., King, M., and Tangborn, W., 1996, An Evaluation of 
the Hydrology at Yucca Mountain: The Lower Carbonate 
Aquifer and Amargosa River: Prepared for lnyo County, 
California and Esmeralda County, Nevada. 

. Dettinger, M., Harrill, J., Schmidt, D., and Hess, J., 1995, 
Distribution of Carbonate-Rock Aquifers and the Potential for 
their Development, Southern Nevada and Adjacent Pam of 
California, Arizona, and Utah: U.S. Geological Survey, 
Water-Resources Investigations Report 91-4146. 
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PAGE 4-153 

COMMENT 084 

169 

PAGE 4-155 
Figure 4-41 

170 I COMMENT 085 

PAGE 4-155 

Lines 6-12 

COMMENT 086 

171 

The text in the water balance section suffers h m  the lack of a map 
which graphically displays the Death Valley flow system, its 
recharge areas, generalized flow direction, and identified discharge 
areas. Figure 4 4 1  shows the generalized flow directions in alluvial 
material for the lTR. A similar map or maps are recommended for 
the NTS and the NAFR complex and for the volcanic aquifer and the 
carbonate aquifer. 

Se& Comment 080. 

For completeness, the discussion on lines 6-12 on spring discharge 
should tie back to Table 4- 18, Chemical and radiochemical analyses 
of water from springs on the NTS (Page 4-144). with another table 
listing all springs on the NTS and their discharge rate. 

As stated in a previous comment, any table that lists springs should 
be expanded to include springs in TTR and the NAFR complex 
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PAGE 4-159 

Lines 5-6 

PAGE 4-159 

I COMMENT089 

175 

The text states “Periodic monitoring of groundwater from drinkiing- 
water wells indicate that no volatile organic compounds are present.” 
This statement should be supported with a literature or report 
citation. 

This section is insufficient regarding information on groundwater at 
the NTS where radionuclide levels exceed the EPA standards for 
drinking water (See Comment 137). Information should be added 
here regarding contaminated groundwater as to location, extent, and 
type of contnmination. A table similar to Table 4-27 and a map 
based on empirical data of when? contaminated groundwater occurs 
at t h e m  should be provided. 

On line 14, the text states ‘The total remaining inventoxy [at the 
NTS] under, or within 100 m (330 ft.) of the water table is estimated 
to be 112 million Ci [curies].” To validate the referenced 112 million 
Ci mentioned, data about the number of nuclear detonations by 
regbnal area (Le., Yucca Flat, Pahute Mesa, etc. ) should be 
provided in the EIS. Accordingly, the EIS should depict such 
information either graphically (3-D) or in table format. The data 

should indicate grouped shot locations by regional area, along with 
estimated depth of detonation. Such information would provide the 
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COMMENT 090 

176 

1 i s  

reader a better understanding of groundwater contamination 
throughout the impacted regions. 

To evaluate the consequences of the enay of the hydrologic source 

term (the quantity of radioactivity that might actually enter the 
groundwater) into the hydrogeologic environment, the text indicates 
that DOE has sponsored two long-term studies: The Hydrologic 
Resources Management Program and the Long-Term Hydrologic 
Monitoring Program. cur;orY conclusions from the Hydrologic 
Resources Management Program are presented. Noiesults or 

conclusions from the Long-Term Hydrologic Monitoring Program 
are presented. Results to date from both programs need to be 
discussed in some detail so that impacts from contamination of the 
groundwater pathway can be adequately assessed. 

The section on radiologic sources in groundwater also mentions on- 
going studies by the DOE Environmental Restoration Program to 
help reduce the current levels of uncertainty concerning both the 
mechanisms and consequences of radionuclide transport via 
groundwater flow at the NTS. This section should be expanded to 
discuss current results from studies under the Environmental 
Restoration Program. The discussion should include a 
characterization of the level of uncertainty involved with defining 
the groundwater pathway. 

This section should also include a discussion of radiologic sources at 

ITR and the NAFR Complex. The Double Tracks site on the NAFR 
Complex is an example. 
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PAGE 4-196 
t ine  I S  

COMMENT 096 

PAGE 4-197 

COMMENT 097 

PAGE 4-219 

Line 28 

I COMMENT098 

189 I 

SA1 # 95300110 

Resource Management Plan Framework in Volume 2 must be 
acknowledged both in the Abstract and the Introduction of the EIS. 

This sentence states that only cultural resource sites within the 
boundaries of the NIX are addressed, yet Figure 4-47, Page 4-197, 
depicts sites outside the NTS. The figure should be revised to 
exclude sites outside the NTS to avoid confusion. 

The bold boundaries within the NTS are shown on no other ‘map in 
the EIS, yet there is no indication of what these borders depict. The 
legend to the figure should clarify this, or the boundaries should be 
deleted from the figure. 

“The Contaminuted Areas Report (1992) published by Reynolds 
Electrical and Engineering Co. provides a complete listing and maps 
of all the identified radiation-contaminated areas on the NTS. This 
report also includes the contaminated areas that are found on the 
Tonopah Test Range and the NAFR complex.” 

According to the referenced report, the-re are 230 contaminated areas 

on the NTS, the Tonopah Test Range, and the NAFR complex. 
Collectively, these areas cover 52 square miles. Because radio- 
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PAGE 4-220 

Line 17 

COMMENT 099 

PAGE 4-221 

t ine  23 

COMMENT IO0 

logical contamination is one of the primary environmental impacts 
caused by nuclear testing, the Final EIS must provide a map and a 
listing of the contaminants at the referenced sites. In fact, the EIS 
should identify each site in a table by number. The table should 
include a legal description of each site along with a general 
description of the type of contamination that is suspected at the site. 
The description should also include the date the site was 
contaminated, along with any planned remediation action for site 
cleanup. In any event, State officials are requesting a copy of the 
referenced “Contaminated Areas Report”. 

This section should contain literature citations that support the 
information given here. Also, the section should acknowledge the 
detailed ecological information acquired for the Yucca Mountain 
Project and should refleit that such information was used in the EIS. 

The EIS fails to provide any background or history that lead to the 
development of the NTS Off-Site Environmental Surveillance 

program. Without the historical background, the reader is deprived 
of DOE% “record“ of oflkite contamination. Since this is the first 
EIS to be developed for the site in nearly 20 years, such information 
is vital for undektanding why radiological monitoring activities are 
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PAGE 4-228 
Line 14 

192 I COMMENT 101 

193 

PAGE 4-239 
Line 4 

COMMENT 102 

PAGE 4-243 

COMMENT 103 

194 

conducted at the site, including the fact that current off-site 
monitoring typically shows no off-site contamination. 

P 
"Many of the consequences described in this chapter were previously 
presented in the 1975 Environmental Assessment (ERDA, 1975) and 
in the EIS prepared by the DOE for U.S. Air Force operations in 
1990." 

The EIS fails to provide a specific reference to the EIS prepared by 
the DOE for the U.S. Air Force in 1990. 

Because of the unique situation regarding plutoniuin contamination 
in soils at the ITR, there should be a summary of that information 
here along with the literature references that apply. This should 
include the soil inventory for TIR developed by the Department of 
the Interior (DO1 1977). Omission of this in the draft EIS exhibits 
the lack of attention by DOE to using documented environmental 
information that is available. 

Because of the plutonium in the TTR ecosystem, there should be a 
summary of the related biological information here along with the 
literawe references that apply. Neither Section 4.2.6, Biological 
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Resources, nor the references cited provide such infmation. The 
cross reference on line 18 to "Section 2.0 of Appendix E. Biological 
Resources" is incorrect. Section E.2, Page E-I, is "Methods and 

'. Assumptions of Analysis". "Biological Resources" is in Section 
E.2.6, Page E-19. 

PAGE 4-254 
Line 19 ". . . however, the Project Shoal Area is periodically used by the U.S. 

Navy for military maneuvers. The U.S. Navy used this site pursuant 
to a Memorandum of Understanding with the Atomic Energy 
Commission. Because the Project Shoal Area was withdrawn for 
atomic testing, the DOE has no authority to grant use of the site to 
the U.S. Navy for military maneuvers." 

COMMENT I o 1  The referenced discussion about land use and control of the Project 
Shoal site is confused, misleading, and otherwise un-intelligible. 
The Final EIS must clarify ownership, management, and planned 
short and long-term land-use control of the site. The Project Shoal 
site contains groundwater contamination which DOE has committed 
to address through a conective action strategy and closure program. 

In a related matta. State officials recently submitted formd scoping 
comments on the U.S. Navy's proposed "Master Land Withdrawal 
EIS." The Navy's EIS specifically includes the withdrawal of the 
Project Shoal site, using congressional withdrawal under the Engle 
Act pursuant to PL. 99-606. Hence, the Navy's proposed withdrawal 
and its relationship to DOE'S comctive action strategy for cleanup 
of the site along yith short and long-term land use control and 
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management responsibility -- given the “unknowns“ about deep 
groundwater contamination and flows -- must be clarified in the 
Final EIS. DOE should also be aware that State officials will seek 
the development of an Environmental Assessment to evaluate 
alternative corrective action strategies contemplated for the Project 
Shoal site. 

PAGE 4-256 
Figure 4-55 

COMMENT IO5 

PAGE 4-258 
Line I O  

COMMENT I06 

Figure 4-55 contains a reference to B-18 (Bombing Range 18). 
There is no B-18; the correct designation is B-19. 

The absence of any site specific information on soils for the Project 
Shoal Area is disturbing and suggests that DOE failed to characterize 
the environment before having used it. Before proceeding with 
Environmental Restoration Program activities at the site, DOE must 
prepare an Environmental Assessment that characterizes the 
environment. Such a commitment must be included in the Record 
Of Decision for the NTS Final EIS. 
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PAGE 4-2 70 spils 

Line I 3  

COMMENT 107 ’Ihe absence of any site specificinformation on soils for the Central 
Nevada Test Area is also disturbing and suggests that DOE again 
failed to characterize the environment before having used it, e.g., for 
Project Faultless. ‘Before proceeding with Environmental 
Restoration Program activities at the site, DOE must prepare-an 
Environmental Assessment that characterizes the environment. Such 
a commitment must be included in the ROD for the NTS Final EIS. 

VOL- 1-9 (Part B) 

5.0 ENVlRONMENTALCONSEOUENCES 

PAGE 5-7 v. 
Lines &I 0 “Under Alternative I ,  ongoing Waste Management Program 

activities at the NTS would continue at current levels and are 
consistent with current site and land-use designation definitions. 
Therefore, no new impacts to land use are expected.” 

COMMENT 108 As mentioned earlier, the NTS was nat established to serve as a 
waste disposal site for off-site generated defense wastes. In the 
State’s scoping comments for this EIS, we stated that ‘’the only 
action appropriately described as m a t  the NTS includes only 
national defense and nuclear weapons testing activities defined under 

, 
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PAGE 5-18 

Line 28 

COMMENT 109 

the public land orders as consented to by the State of Nevada for the 
NTS withdrawal.’‘ 

“This section [from Page 5-18 through 5-28] discusses the potential 
socioeconomic effects associated with Alternative 1 [No Action]. 
The purpose of this section is to identify and analyze the major 
socioeconomic issues related to each possible future activity at the 
sites.” 

The premise for this section and for the Socioeconomic sections for 
each of the other alternatives is fundamentally wrong. The section 
on socioeconomics does not discuss or address the “major 
socioeconomic issues” related to various activities. Instead, the EIS 
makes the unstated and erroneous assumptions that (1) all “major” 
socioeconomic issuedeffects will be related to employment or 
population changes associated with the activity, and (2) all such 
changes are positive. This is not socioeconomic impact assessment. 

No attempt is made to employ a systematic socioeconomic impact 
assessment methodology to identify the range of positive and 
negative impacts (Le., costs vs. benefits) associated with NTS 
activities. Instead, population and employment projections for the 
No Action Alternative are cursorily examined in relation to 
population, employment, housing, and public services in each of the 
identified countiedcities. The results are predictably insignificant. 
No attempt is made to understand or model the socioeconomic 
systems within which the activities will be taking place. 
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PAGE 5-20 

Lines 33-34 

The socioeconomic analysis does not examine the potential impacts 
of various NTS activities on Nevada’s principal industry, tourism/ 
gaming, especially the’potential for negative impacts as a result of 
stigmatizing events associated with NTS nuclearhazardous materials 
transportation (See Comment 059). This must be included if the 
Final EIS is to be adequate. 

The socioeconomic section fails to assess the negative impacts 
associated with non-tourisdgaming population growth associated 
with NTS activities. This requires modeling the unique tdrevenue 
system of the State - one in which tourisdgaming revenues 
subsidize all other forms of growth. Without such an analysis, the 
costs to the State of increased NTS-dated population growth cannot 
be assessed (See also the Comment Summary Section under 
“Socioeconomics”). 

Research on the impacts of non-gaming related growth can be found 
in: 

NWPO-SE-022-89 “Yucca Mountain Socioeconomic Project: 
Interim Report on the State of Nevada Socioeconomic 
Studies.” (June, 1989) 

“It was estimated that a 6,576 person workforce would provide the 
necessary support to maintain current level of operations. 
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The EIS fails to document where or how the “6,576“ labor force 
number was generated. Currently, the NTS has a labor force of 
around 3,000 workers. Under conditions of the ongoing moratorium 
on nuclear testing, this lower number seems more reasonable as an 
employment baseline for planning purposes. In any event. the EIS 
must document and clarify the labor force number referenced above. 

PAGE 5-28 
Lines 11-12 

PAGE 5-29 
Lines 4-6 

- _. 

“These stockpile tests would be conducted on Pahute Mesa and/or 
Yucca Flat . . .” 

“The yield or size of underground nuclear explosion is controlled by 
the Threshold Test Ban Treaty to a maximum high-explosive 
equivalent of 1 SOkt ’’ 

The EIS fails to provide a rational for reserving Pahute Mesa for , 

hture weapons testing. Since any future tests would be limited to 
I SOkt, the need for testing on Pahute Mesa must be specifically 
defined in the EIS. Also, the status of DOE’S authority to use Pahute 
Mesa for testing during the next 10 years cannot be assured because 
of the pending Nellis withdrawal. 

PAGE 5-31 
Line 16 

In view of the acknowledged paucity of information on NTS soils 
(See Section 4.1.43), the basis for considing that impacts to soils 
are not significant is not apparent. If DOE has simplistically 
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PAGE 5-31 
Lines 33-34 

SA1 # 9S.%0110 

considered the loss of 80 acres ofsoil to be insignificant, that fact 
should be stated. Otherwise, the empirical basis for the statement 
should be provided. 

On line 25, DOE should again state the empirical basis for 
considering that impacts on soils will not be significant. 

v 
“Craters resulting from underground nuclear tests in Area 3 that meet 
certain criteria. . .” 

The EIS fails to reference or document what “certain criteria” were 
used in selecting radioactive waste disposal craters at the NTS. The 
Final EIS must document and describe the existence of such criteria 
and how these criteria were developed. 

PAGE 5-32 
Line 23 

PAGE 5-34 
Lines Id 

The areal extent and nature of the soils that would be lost for the 
long term should be stated and not simply dismissed. Also, how the 
sites are to be reclaimed should be addressed in view of the soil to be 
lost. This is an example of where the use of information from the 
Yucca Mountain Project would be appropriate. 

v 
“Potential flood hazards on the NTS and NAFR Complex are 
presented in Sections 4. I .5 of Chapter 4.0, Affected Environments. 
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Siting of waste management facilities is a critical issue in terms of 
protecting the facilities from floods“ 

COMMENT I15 

PAGE 5-39 

Lines 6-9 

COMMENT I1 6 

While we concur with the need to protect waste management 
facilities from floods, the EIS fails to provide any detailed analysis 
concerning whether or not the disposal sites on NTS actually meet 
applicable federal flood regulations ( see Comments 73 and 74). - 
”. . . because of the conditions at the NTS (long travel paths, 
sorptive geologic media, . . . and the depth of the stockpiled holes), 
it is not considered likely that any significant impacts [from a future 
nuclear test] would occur in areas down gradient of the underground 
testing locations [i.e., contamination o f  groundwater].” 

Without specific data on the depth and location of existing nuclear 
test holes that might be used to conduct a future nuclear kst, 
conclusions that suggest that the likelihood of any significant 
impacts to the groundwater would not occur are simply not 
supportable. 

Evidently, DOE has prepared a number of undisclosed test holes that 
could be used for future nuclear tests. A map and listing of these 
holes, including their proximity to the groundwater must be included 
in the Final EIS to qualify statements that contamination of 
groundwater would be unlikely. 
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PAGE 5-39 
Lines 30-31 

COMMENT I1 7 

PAGE 5-41 

COMMENT 118 

PAGE 5-61 
Lines 31-32 

v 
“No impact to groundwater from waste management operations 
would occur during the timeframe covered by this EIS and long into 
the future.” 

Although the required Performances Assessments have not been 
completed for either the Area 5 or the Area 3 disposal sites, State 
officials do agree that DOE has conducted some tests that do indicate 
that soil moisture (i.e., water falling to the surface in the form of 
precipitation) may not reach the groundwater. However, such 
studies are limited to the Area 5 disposal site and cannot, as the EIS 
attempts IO infer, be applied to the Area 3 disposal site. The text in 
the EIS should be modified to reflect these facts: 

Throughout this section, the inadequacy of the database on NTS 
ecosystems is apparent. A statement acknowledging this fact should 
be inserted with a cross reference to the Resource Management Plan 
Framework in Volume 2 of the EIS as a future remedy to the 
problem. 

v 
”The results of the very conservative approach to estimating 
exposure is then used to establish design, operation, closure, and 
waste acceptance criteria for the waste management facilities.” 
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I C0MMENT119 

214 I 
PAGE 5-66 
Lines 17-18 

COMMENT I20 
215 

216 

A discussion about DOE'S current plan to modify the performance 
assessment process (revision to 582024) should be provided in the 
EIS to clarify any potential changes to the human intrusion pathway 
scenarios. 

v 
" Failure to so certify would preclude the Secretary of the Interior 
from accepting the affected areas [NAFR] into public land status." 

This statement is not correct. PL. 99-606 provides authority to the 
Secretary of the Interior to accept jurisdiction over any lands 
proposed for relinquishment without regard to contamination issues. 

PAGE 5-102 

Line I3 "This section discusses the potential socioeconomic effects 
associated with Alternative 2 pisfontinue Operations]. ... The loss 
of employment and personal income and increase in unemployment 
associated with Alternative 2 would result in substantial short-term 
adverse effects to the regional economy; however, economic and 
natural gro& in the region of influence is expected to compensate 
for these reductions over time." 

COMMENT I21 Because of the non-systematic way in which the socioeconomic 
analysis sections of the EIS have been done, there is no 
methodological basis for either of these conclusions. While shut 
down of NTS activities would result in worker layoffs and likely 
population out-migration to some degree, it is not clear that the 
short-term economic and other effects would be negative or that 
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216 
0 

3 ? 

217 

218 

negative economic impacts might not be compensated for by positive 
impacts in other socioeconomic areas (i.e., the opening of the NTS to 

other non-federal uses not considered in the EIS). Likewise, it is not 
possible to draw conclusions about the longer term ability of the 
economy to compensate for projected reductions. That is not to say 
the conclusion is patently false - only that the analysis in the EIS is 
not sufficient to substantiate it. . 

PAGE 5-113 
Line 16 

COMMENT I22 The basis for finding no adverse impact to soils under Alternative 2 
should be given. There is no such basis in Chapter 4 of the draft 
EIS. 

PAGE $114 
Line I 

COMMENT 123 The basis for finding no adverse impact to biota under Alternative 2 
should be given. There is no such basis in Chapter 4 of the draft 
EIS. Information should be given on the e.xtent and location of the 
man-made water sources at NTS along with lists of the species that 
use them and estimates of the numbers of animals involved. 

PAGE 5-141 'p 

COMMENT 124 This section of the EIS should state that an estimated 25,000 
shipments of radioactive waste (excluding in-state shipments to the 
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NTS from contaminated sites in Nevada) would occur over a ten 
year period if the Expanded Use Alternative is adopted. 
Furthermore, nowhere in the EIS is the difference in estimated waste 
shipments presented for Alternatives 1 and 3. While the number of 
estimated waste shipments is contained in the tables of the EIS, they 
are not explicitly stated in the text of the document, which s w e s  to 
obfuscate the purpose and intent the National Environmental Policy 
Act and its implementing regulation CEQ 1500.l(b). 

PAGE 5-144 

Line 25 This section contains a discussion of the potential socioeconomic 
effects under Altemative 3 [Expanded Use]. 

COMMENT I25 The same comments apply here as for the socioeconomic section for 
Alternative 1 (See Comment 109). However, with respect to the 
Expanded Use alternative, the lack of an adequate and systematic 
socioeconomic impact assessment methodology is especially 
destructive of the quality and veracity of the EIS. Without a 

systematic impact assessment where baseline conditions are 
established and projected into the future and where the full range of 
project conditions with the potential to impact baseline conditions 
are systematically evaluated against the baselines, it is not possible 
to draw conclusions about socioeconomic conditions. 

AS is the case of socioeconomic sections for all of the EIS 
alternatives, this section is not a socioeconomic assessment at all. 
Rather, it is a very limited, subjective, and incomplete review of an 
arbitrary set of economic variables (with no justification for the 
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PAGE 5-144 

Line 33 

selection of those variables) that are exclusively related, in a positive 
way, to either population growth or population growth associated 
with NTS activities. As noted above, the potential negative 
consequences of population groowth in Nevada, as a result of the 
State’s unique revenudtax system, are ignored altogether. This is 
especially problematic in the case of the Expanded Use alternative, 
wh& the EIS takes credit for possible positive effects of such 
growth without in any way examining the costs to the State and local 
communities. 

The Expanded Use alternative is the ElS alternative most likely to 
cause negative risk and stigma effects. As such, the potential for 
such impacts must be examined in this section of the EIS. 

Likewise, the Expanded Use alternative is likely to have the largest 
impact on socioeconomic variables not addressed, such as the 
potential impacts on the State and communities with respect to 
emergency responsdpreparrdness for nuclear and hazardous 
materials incidents. Such impacts could be very large given the 
types and levels of activities contemplated under the Expanded Use 
alternative. 

“Under Alternative 3, it was assumed that direct employment would 
increase by 867 jobs in 1996, with a maximum of 6,718 jobs in 2000, 
and 4.5 13 jobs in 2005. It is estimated that d k t  payroll and 
purchases of goods and services would generate 2,017 additional 
secondary jobs io 1996; 12,774 in 2000, and 8,977 in 2005.” The 
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section goes on to summarize jobs and earning levels in Clark and 
Nye counties. 

Use of Withdrawn Lands] are defensible or even reasonable. 
Similarly, the analysis is insufficient to conclude that such net 
employment and population declines would, in fact, result in net 
socioeconomic losses to the State and counties. A much more robust 
assessment is required, one that examines both costs and benefits 
associated with postulated changes in jobs and population. 
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No rationale whatsoever is given for the multipliers that are used in 
drawing these conclusions. In 1996, each new NTS job is assumed 
to create 2.33 secondaryhdmt jobs; in 2000 the ratio is one NTS 
job to 1.9 secondary jobs; and in 2005 the ratio is one to 1.99. 
Notwithstanding the fact that all of the multipliers appear high, given 
the nature of the southern Nevada economy, it is not possible to 
evaluate the appropriateness of the numbers without the underlying 
assumptions and rationale being made explicit. 

223 PAGE 5-233 
Line 22 

COMMENT 130 section 5.4.1.4 states that the consequences to soils would be the 
same as given in Section 5.2.1.4. The basis for finding no adverse 
impact to soils under Alternative 2 is not given. There is no such 
basis in Chapter 4 of the draft EIS for either Section 5.2.1.4 or 
Section 5.4.1.4. Such information should be provided, as well as the 
logic for finding no adverse impact to soils under Alternative 2. 

PAGE 5-156 
Line 16 

224 I c0MMENT127 

This section contains no mention of soils. Soil information and 
assessment of any finding should be included. 

PAGE 5-236 
Line 13 PAGE 5-161 

Line 14 
Defense Program 

Section 5.4.1.6 refers to Section 5.2.1.6 for comparable findings on 
impacts to biota. The basis for fmding no adverse impact to biota 
under Alternative 2 was not given. There is no such basis in Chapter 
4 of the draft EIS. Such information should be given. 

COMMENT 131 

225 I COMMENT 128 Comment I18 applies here as well. 

PAGE 5-226 

Given the information contained in the EIS and the level of analysis 
performed, it is not possible to determine if the jobdpopulation 
decreases postulated in the summary for Alternative 4 [Alternative 

COMMENT I29 
226 
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PAGE 5-2 70 

COMMENT 132 

229 

PAGE 5-2 71 
Line 28 

23 1 

PAGE 5-288 

COMMENT 134 

. .  
SA1 # 95%N 10 

For this paragraph, there are no data indicating the radionuclides 
involved in the given inventory. Information elsewhere in the report 
suggests that significant but unknown amounts of radionuclides have 
reached the groundwater h m  past activities. In this case, 
reasonable quantitative estimates of anticipated radionuclides should 
be given and the isotopes should be identified, as is done in Table 4- 

27. 

The discussion of tortoise mortality should identify the “lake” for the 
species allowed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Estimates of 
future tortoise mortality then should be derived from a table showing 
known accidental mollality by year since the take was established. 

. .  
The discussion in this paragraph concerns a IO-year t i m e h e .  
Here and elsewhere where appropriate the fact should be noted that 
DOE Order 45 1 . I ,  National Environmental Policy Act, requires that 

EISs such as this one.be revisited each five years and updated as 
necessary. 

IO0 
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PAGE 5-294 
Line 22 

COMMENT 135 

PAGE 5-295 
Line 20 

COMMENT 136 

PAGE 5-307 
Line 9 

COMMENT 137 

SA1 # 95%0110 

AlkmWLl 
Nevada Test Site 

The discussion in this paragraph about soil productivity, revegetation 
success, and natural rehabilitation is not based on information 
presented elsewhere in the ,hfl EIS. These topics should be 

documented and discussed in Chapter 4, Affected Environment, then 
cross referenced where appropriate throughout Chapter 5, including 
here. This is a case where the use of information from the Yucca 
Mountain Roject would be helpful. 

The sentence that begins here speaks of variables of amounts of soil 
removed and success in rehabilitation. Nowhere in the draft EIS are 
such variables addressed, particularly regarding re-establishing 
native plant species. That information should be added to Chapter 4, 

Affected Environment, and cross referenced here. For example, 
EGLG report EGG 1 1265- 1 1 1 8 (December 1994) addresses 
reclamation success and secondary succession for the NTS environs 
and should be used for this E1S. 

. .  

Nevada Test Site 

This sentence speaks of “contamination of groundwater above EPA 
drinking standards” but nowhere is such groundwater documented as 
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PAGE 5-309 
Line 24 

COMMENT 138 

SA1 iY 953001 10 

to location, extent, and type of contamination. The information 
should be added to Chapter 4, Affected Environment, and cross 
referenced here. A table similar to Table 4-27 and a map of where 
contaminated groundwater occurs at the NTS should be provided. 

Nevada Test Site 

This paragraph discusses soil to be lost to environmental restoration 
and fails to considex how replacement soil for nxlamation purposes 
will be acquired. Nowhere in the draft EIS is this matter addressed. 
The infomation should be added to Chapter 4, Affected 
Environment and cross referenced here. This comment is similar to 
Comment 136. 

6.0 

PAGE 6-1 

COMMENT 139 This chapter is deficient with respect to methods of analysis used 

(See Line 23). While there is a considerable body of DOE literature 
regarding methods for analyzing cumulative environmental impacts, 
no references are included in the chapter.' The reference list in 
Section 6.5 contains nothing but undocumented "Personal 
Communications." All of the so-called analyses presented in this 
chapter lack scientific and technical substance and are based totally 
on subjective judgement. This is unacceptable in view of the cuffent 
state-of-the-art of the science of assessing cumulative environmental 
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PAGE M 
Line I 9  

COMMENT 140 

PAGE 612 
Lines 15-16 

SA1 # 95%lOl IO 

impacts. Furthermore, there is a significant amount of this 
information available within the DOE complex 

This section should give referrncs fur the two BLM ElSs mentioned 
in the first sentence. The discussion of the 1992 Stateline Resource 
Management Plao and draft EIS is seriously outdated in view of the 
BLM's 1994 supplement to the document. The discussion should 
reflect current BLM policies and the programs based on the six 
alternatives listed on Pages 6-5 and 6-6 and the BLM's commitment 
to ecosystem management (See Ecosysem Munugemenf in the 
BLM: From Conccpf lo Cotnmifmenf, BLM/SC/GI-94/005+1736. 
January 1994). Because the BLM is a Cooperating Agency for the 
NTS EIS, it should write the section on its programs from Page 6-4 
to 6-8. The same holds for the US Air Force on page 6-3 and the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service on Page 6-8. 

"A summary of the anticipated impads associated with 
implementation of each of the NTS Alternatives, on a resource- 
specific basis. is presented in Table 3-1 (See Chapter 3.0)." 

Table 3- 1 provides no such summary; the correct reference is Table 
S 4 ,  beginning on Page S-14. 
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PAGE 6 1 3  
Lines 22-29 

PAGE 6 1 5  
Line 5 

COMMENT 143 
240 

SA1 # 95%01 IO 

The cumulative impact analysis presented in the EIS for 
transportation fails to assess the cumulative human health and 
environmental risks associated with the hansponation of special 
nuclear materials and radioactive waste for Alternatives I and 3. In 
other words, nowhere in the document is a cumulative impact 
analysis presented for transporting both low-level waste and special 
nuclear materials like plutonium to the NTS. In fact, Appendix I 
states that “an evaluation of the transportation risks for consolidation 
of surplus plutonium and/or highly enriched uranium at the NTS is 
not within the scope of this study (Appendix I, Page 1-9, lines 19- 
20):’ 

If DOE adopts a proposed action f a  the Final EIS that includes the 
transportation of special nuclear materials and radioactive waste to 
the NTS, then a cumulative impact analysis for transportation must 
be prepared that covers the combined activities of DOE’S 
Environmental Management and Defense Programs. 

This section should mention the allowed “take” of desert tortoises for 
the NTS and the Yucca Mountain site and should report the annual 
take due to DOE activities since the take was established. 
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PAGE 6 1 5  
Lines 18-31 

COMMENT 144 

24 1 

PAGE 6-16 
Lines 25-29 

The cumulative impact analysis presented in the ElS for air quality is 
deficient of any scientific and technical substance. As mentioned 
above, the statements contained throughout Chapter 6 ofthe EIS are 
entirely subjective and unsupportable. 

When DOE “creates” a proposed action for the EIS, an objective 
assessment must be conducted to determine any potential cumulative 
air quality impacts relevant to the proposed action, such as additional 
waste shipments to the NTS. 

The cumulative impact analysis presented for occupational and 
public health and safety issues fails to assess the additive 
radiological risks (Le., above background) for both site workers and 
the public that would be associated with the transportation, 
treatment, and storage/disposal of both special nuclear materials and 
radioactive &e. If DOE adopts a proposed action for the Final 
ElS that includes the transportation of special nuclear materials and 
radioactive waste to the NTS, then a cumulative impact analysis for 
transportation must be prepared that covers the combined activities 
of DOE’S Environmental Management and Defense Programs. This 
cumulative impact analysis must include analysis of occupational 
and public health and safety risks to both site workers and the public 
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COMMENT 147 Section 7.4 contains no mention of soils. Mitigation measures for 
soil conservation and restoration should be discussed and 
documented. (See Comment 136) 
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from the transportation of special nuclear materials and radioactive 
waste. 

7.0 

PAGE 7-3 
Line 17 “No adverse impacts are associated with implementation of any 

alternative for any socioeconomic issue (economic activity, 
population, housing, public finance, or public services); therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required.” 

1 .  

COMMENT146 The socioeconomic analyses contained in the EIS are so inadequate 
and so deficient that there is no support for this conclusion. The 
entire approach to socioeconomic impact assessment (if that is what 
this can be called) seems purposely designed NOT to look for 
possible or even likely impacts. 

It is very likely that all of the alternatives contained in the EIS will 
have negative socioeconomic impacts that will require mitigation of 
some sort. Alternative 3, Expanded Use, has the greatest potential to 
generate negative impacts both in the “standare effects area (Le., 
significantly increased emergency preparednesdresponse costs, 
population growth that does not pay its way, additional burdens on 
State and local services, etc.) and in the “special” or risk effects area 
(stigmatization impacts to Nevada’s tourisdgaming industry, etc.). 
The conclusion that none of the alternatives will have socioeconomic 
impacts that require mitigation is wholly unsubstantiated. 
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8.0 CONSULTATION AND COORMNATION 

245 

PAGE 8-1 
Line 10 

COMMENT I48 Section 8.1 lists four general functions applicable to cooperating 
agencies (Lines 20-32). However, in the description of the specific 
contributions of the agencies on Pages 8-2 and 8-3, there is no 
insight to the four functions. This is especially notable with regard 
to the third function, “Ensure that ecosystem management concepts 
were applied to land-use impact analysis, where appropriate.” The 
US Air Force, the US Bureau of Land Management, and the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service each practice ecosystem management and have 
relevant policies and methodologies. Nowhere is this evident in 
Chapter 8 or elsewhere in the EIS. The DOES own policy regarding 
ecosystem management, Land and Facility Use Policy @ecember 
2 1, 1994) is not acknowledged or mentioned in Volume 1 of the 
draft EIS. These oversights must be remedied in the Final EIS. 
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APPENDIX A: 

PAGE A-7 
Line I5 

246 I COMMENT 149 

PAGE A-20 
Lines 17-20 

COMMENT I50 
247 I 

PAGE A-25 
Lines 8-13 

COMMENT IS1 

“Residual radiation is cleaned up at the site, and the hole is plugged 
back to the surface.” 

The ElS should address how each post-shot operation is cleaned, 
including disposition of cleanup residues. 

“Under Alternative 3, it is assumed that 1,100 dynamic experiments 
and hydrodynamic tests would be performed during the IO-year 
period; high-explosive charges would be larger, and potentially 
hazardous materials such as beryllium, depleted uranium, deuterium, 
and tritium would be used.’’ 

The quantity and activity of this radioactive material should be 
defined here and on Page A-I 1 of the EIS. On the other hand, if this 
information is classified, then that should be so stated in the EIS. 

lear W e a y m  

With the exception of nuclear testing and limited research and 
development activities connected directly to the testing mission at 
NTS, activities such as interim storage of nuclear weapons are not 
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PAGE A-2 7 
:- Lina3-5 

COMMENT 152 
248 

249 

PAGE A-27 
Lines 18-26 

COMMENT 153 

- .  
SA1 # 95?001 I O  

addressed in the land withdrawal orders for the site. As stated 
elsewhere in these comments, if DOE adopts a proposed action that 
includes interim storage of nuclear weapons (or other non-testing 
activities), then issues concerning compliance with the restrictions in 
the existing land withdrawal orders must be evaluated through the 
NEPA process and/or consented to by the Nevada Legislature. 

f w y  
“The NTS has plans for the tritium production facility, which is a 
transmutation facility. The possibility exists that the hcility could 
be used to process the plutonium into something benign while 
generating electrical power.“ 

DOE has issued a Record of Decision (ROD) for tritium productions 
and the ROD does not include the NTS as a fbture tritium production 
site: this statement should not be included in the Final EIS. - 
“Additional tests proposed under Alternative 3 would include the 
following: Robotics; Smart Transportation; Smoke Obscuration 
Operations; Thermal Test Operation Facility; Climatic Test 
Operation Facility; and ArmodAnti-Amor Tests’’ 

The reader must assume that these tests would be conducted on the 
Tonopah Test Range. If this is the case, NEPA compliance should 
be indicated for those tests that will cause significant environmental 
impacts. 
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PAGE A-30 
Lines.29-33. 

COMMENT I54 

SA1 # 953001 IO - 
‘Treatability studies conducted on the vitrified waste form [Femald 
byproducts vitrified silo wastes] indicated that the vitrified waste 
hlly satisfies NTS waste acceptance criteria and may provide a 
higher level of long-term protectiveness. Performance assessment 
analysis will rigorously test various disposal scenarios over a 10,OOO 

year period. The limiting analysis for waste acceptance for disposal 
is expected to be the inadvertent human intruder dose assessment.” 

A copy of the referenced eeatability studies are requested via 
submission of these comments. These studies must also be 
referenced in the Final EIS. In addition, the definition of 
“Corrective Action Waste” [line 231 must be provide in the Final 
EIS, including a discussion of how this waste type is different finm 
waste consider as Special Case Waste, waste classified as Greater- 
Than-Class-C, or other wastes that are not suitable for shallow land 
burial. 

A review of the text in the EIS suggests that the silo waste h m  
Fernald is not suitable for shallow land burial, as it is long-lived and 
characterized by high-specific activity. If this is indeed the case, 
then comments presented earlier concerning the need for DOE to 
prepare.a complex-wide programmatic NEPA assessment of these 
waste types also apply here. Once again, State officials contend that 
such an analysis is neceSSary before any of these waste types are 
shipped, stored; or disposed of anywhere in the country. 
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PAGE A-37 
. Lines 16-18 

COMMENT ISS 

251 

PAGE A 4 0  

Line 26 

“No waste certification facilities would be constructed under this 
alternative. Waste certification activities required to meet the Waste 
Isolation tilot Plant waste acceptance criteria [TRU waste] would 
not be conducted, and the transuranic rnixed waste would be shipped 
to other DOE sites for certification, handling, and disposal.” 

DOE has recently authorized construction of a TRU waste 
certification building at the NTS, which in essence rendem this 
statement inaccurate; the statement should not be included in the 
Final EIS. 

TXsposal capability for high-specific activity low-level.waste would 
be expanded.” 

The EIS should address whether DOE will define and assess high 
specific activity low level waste disposal alternatives through a 
separate progmmmatic environmental impact statement. As DOE is 
aware, on March 13, 1995 the agency published a notice in the 
Federal Register inviting comments concaning the development of 
strate& to deal with the disposal of high-specific activity low-level 
waste (i.e., wastes classified as SCW or GTCC). Subsequently, it 
was stated in DOE’S Waste Management PEIS that ‘‘Based on the 
input received [from the Federal Register notice1 alternative 
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PAGE A 4 2  
Lines 26-32 

COMMENT 

253 

PAGE A 4 3  

57 

Section A.4.3. I 

COMMENT 158 

254 

255 ‘ I  

strategies will be evaluated in a NEPA review once a proposal is 
devel~ped.”~~ 

Treatment and disposal of the Cotter’s concentrate waste is an 
activity mandated under the Federal Facility Compliance Act 
(FFCAct). Since DOE recently issued a final Site Treatment Plan 
(STP) for management of FFCAct waste at the NTS, proposed 
actions for treatment and disposal of FFCAct waste (Le., Cotter’s 
concentrates) must be discussed in detail in the Final EIS. Such 
discussions, moreover, must include the requirements stipulated in 
the Consent Order issued by the State of Nevada. The State’s 
Consent Order implements the requirements of the NTS/STP as 
stipulated under the FFCAct. 

In reference to discussions, alternatives, and analyses for siting a 
Solar Enterprise Zone in southern Nevada, DOE must clarify the 
agencies involvement in this activity as it relates to the proposed 
action in the Final EIS. In addition, if a site for a Solar Enterprise 
Zone is selected that excludes NTS, then a site-specific NEPA 

. .  
z3 US. Department of Enagy. 
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A PPENDLX C: 

COMMENT 159 

Page C-1 
Line 18 

COMMENT 160 

evaluation of impacts at the selected site should be undertaken 
separately, and not containing in the Final NTS EIS. If DOE decides 
to ignore this concern, the agency should demonstrate or explain its 
legal obligation to proceed otherwise. 

STATE GOVERNMENT 2 (CONTINUED) 

s m  Clearinghouw DOE EIS May 3.1996 

Appendix C should include DOFs Land and Facilities Use Policy 
(December 21, 1994), Corporate Facilities Land Use Directive 
(pending), Life Cycle Asset Management Order (pending), and 
policies on the ResourceN Reuse and the E C O S ~ ~ ~  Based Land 
Use Initiative programs. 

“Under Altemative I [and 31 the DOE would also continue its 
consultation with the Bureau of Land Management to define the 
appropriate actions necessary to address administrative issues related 
to the NTS and other land withdrawals.” 

The EIS fails to provide an explanation of the consultation 
requirements and issues related to the NTS land withdrawal orders. 
Accordingly, Appendix C should be amended to include an adequate 
description of the Bureau of Land Management’s review process of 
pre-FLMPA (Federal Land Management Policy Act) Public Land 
Orders that established the NTS. Past, present, and tbture plans for 
addressing the NTS withdrawal status must be disclosed in the EIS. 
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APPENDIX E 

COMMENT 161 Appendix E, Impact Assessment Methods, suffers from a paucity of 
accepted methods for assessing environmental impacts. Section E.2, 
Methods and Assumptions of Analysis presents no methods 
whatsoever, and it is not until page E-12, line 22, that a methodology 
is first mentioned and cited (Camwight 1981). The citation on Page 
E-15. line 27 (ICMA 1982), and Page E-16, line 6 (NFPA 1986) are 
not impact assessment methods, but rather are planning tools. The 
citations in Section E.2.5.2, Water Resources, are sound ones for 
characterizing hydrological resources, but their usehlness for 
assessing environmental impacts is questionable and has not been 
established. No analytical methods are presented for Section E.2.7, 
Air Quality and Climate. These deficiencies should be corrected by 
using state-of-the-art impact assessment methods. 

In Section E.2.6, Biological Resources, the approach to assessment 
presented by Wright and Green (1987) is introduced. This procedure 
is a conceptual and systematic barnework for a comprehensive, 
interdisciplinary environmental impact assessment for major 
resource developments. As such, the methodology is meant to 
identify, analyze, and integrate effects across all components of the 
environment including air quality, terrestrial ecology, occupational 
health and safety, and socioeconomic studies. The interdisciplinary 
nature of the procedure ensures that important relationships and 
interactions among Components of the environment will be 
identified. To accomplish this, an interaction matrix of 
environmental components and project actions is constructed. Thus, 
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APPENDIX F 

261 I COMMENT162 

SA1 # 95;OOllO 

the purpose of the Wright and Green (1987) procedure is to identify 
interactions that subsequently must be analyzed. The procedure 
itself does not embody analytical methods for environmental 
components and their interactions. Therefore, it is unclear how DOE 
applied the matrix process to a single valued environmental 
component, in this case biological resources. That should be 
explained on Pages E-19 and E-20 of the draft EIS. 

Because Appendix E lacks a comprehensive and interdisciplinaxy 
methodology like that of Wright and Green (1987), the impact 
assessment framework for the EIS should be restructured to be 
consistent with either Wright and Green, or a less dated and more 
current procedure such as Jain, R, L. Urban, G. Stacey, and H. 
Balbacb. 1993. wironm-  . McGraw-Hill, he., 
New York, 526 pp. 

p r o i e c t - S p  

According to the EIS, the expanded use scenario for the Big 
Explosive Experimental Facility would allow high explosive 
denotations of quantities ranging from 1 to 70,000 pounds per test. 
Expenmen& would expand existing hydrodynamic testing, which 
include applications of "shape-charge" technology. Use of the 
assembly facilities in Area 27 is also proposed under both the 
Continued and Expanded Use alternatives. 

We question whether the EIS adequately evaluates the potential 
effects for continued and expanded use of the Big Explosive 
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264 

Experimental Facility and surrounding e n v h .  Moreover, 
potential environmental impacts and worker safety issues are not 
analyzed for the assembly facilities io Area 27 . According to meat 
documentation, these facilities may be inadequate in several 
important areas.= For example, the safety c~trols may be 

inadequate since structwxs may not fully meet current W E  safety 
guidelines and specifications. In the event of an accidental 
detonation, explosions at the assembly facilities in Area 27 could 
propagate fium one assembly bay to the another and pose saious 

safety consequences to pmons involved with operations in adjacent 
bays. CEQ regulations SeC. 1 SOO.l(c) requires an analysis of 
potential environmental consequences of proposed actions and 
alternatives, yet the EIS does not provide this analysis for activities 
at the assembly facilities in Area 27 of the NTS. 

Also, while Appendix F addresses the Big Explosives Experimenlal 
Facility, it fails to explain the purpose and intent of the analysis. The 
facility is fvst mentioned on Page 4-1 5, line 7 but without MSS 

reference to Appendix F. The fust IO pages of the appendix discuss 
safety, not environmental analysis. A d i n g l y .  the title of the 
appendix should be revised to include safety. The appendix does not 
include environmental analyses of potential effects for the facility 
and nowhere does it mention the need for air emissions and waste 
emuent permits. The latter should at least appear on Page F-22, 
under Regulation, Order, Law. A full explanation of Appcndix F, ' 

I' US Ocparrmcnt of Energy, May 1995. 
-Nevada Test Site, Nyc Counly, Nevada, pages 10,11, and . .  . .  
28. 
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including the status of NEPA compliance for the Big Explosives 
Experimental Facility should appear both in the appendix itself as 
well as in Chapter 4. Meded Environments, of the Final EIS. (See 

Comment 047) 

V O M  

SAFETYIMPACTSSTUDY 

COMMENT I63 

Appendix H provides a limited approach to estimating human health 
consequences that largely excludes the role of humans in the environment. 
On Page 2-1, l i e  16, the appendix states, "The risk assessment p'ocess 
follows the identified contaminant from its point of origin along various 
pathways in the environment." On l i e  19 is the following: "These 
f port mechanisms (to humans) can be air, water, soil, or food." There is 
no acknowledgment of the fact that transport of contaminants occurs in 
ecosystems and that understanding the transport mechanisms requires an 
ecosystem approach, a science lacking at the NTS, despite Volume 2 of the 
draft EIS which was prepared by a conuactor for the Yucca Mountain 
Project. This conceptual deficiency is clear in Section 2. I .4, Page 2-8, 
where only a terse and insufficient one-page discussion is devoted to the 
topic of environmental pathways. The same deficiency appears in Section 
2.2.1, Scenario Development, where the environment is mentioned only 
with respect to airborne radioactive releases. The whole concept of 
environmental restoration is ignored as are the native animal and human 
food chains. Thus. there is nothing stated to assure that the scenarios 
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tabularized in Chapter 4, Risk Assessment Scenarios by Alternatives, are 
realistic environmental scenarios. The inclusion of Attachment A, Human 
Health Risk Scenarios and Equations, does nothing to dispel the doubt, 
meaning that the findings presented in Chapter 5, Results of the Human 
Health and Safety Analysis, and the judgements reached in Chapter 6, 
Conclusions, lack validity and credibility. 

Care should be taken in the Final EIS to assure that readers can comprehend 
how the fmdings and conclusions are logically reached in a credible 
scientific manner. Chapters I and 2 should be grounded in sound 
approaches to environmental health risk assessment and should, for 
example, be based on methodologies such as: 

Kolluru, R., S. Bartell, R. Pitblado, and S .  Stricoff 1996. Risk 
Assessment and Management Handbook for Environmental, 
Health, and Sal* Professionals, McGraw-Hill, Inc. New 
York. 641 pp., and 

Calabrese, E. and L. Baldwin. l993. Performing Ecological Risk 
Assessments. Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton, FL. 
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YOLUME 2, F F  
HdAa 

1.0 . 

PAGE I-I Purwse 

269 

PAGE 1-2 
Line I I 

I COMMENTI65 

This section explains the purpose and rationale for having a 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the NTS included in the EIS. 
This should be reflected in the EIS Summary and in Chapter 1. 

Volume 1. as noted in the comments on those portions of the EIS. 
DOE should also commit to including an implementation schedule 
for the RMP in the EIS ROD. 

Section 1.3 notes the limitations of DOE Order 4320.1 B, Site 
Development Planning, with respect to defining a system for 
managing the resources of a site. Reference is made to DOE'S Land 
and Facility Use Policy, December 21, 1994, as a remedy for this 
shortcoming. This should be elaborated on by citing and discussing 
the pending Corporate Facilities Land Use Directing Order and the 
Life Cycle Asset Management Order. Likewise, mention should be 
made of the DOE Future Use Program initiative, the report, 
"Resourceful Reuse," and the role that the RMP for NTS will play in 
that regard. Quoting !iom the Land and Facility Management Policy 
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as is done below line 20 should be repeated in Chapter 2, Volume I 
of the ElS. 

Section 1.3 should be strengthened by including a discussion of a 
sustainable environment while also sustaining economies. i.e., 
sustainabledeveloament. Sustainable development is implied in the 
Land and Facility Use Policy and DOE is fostering that concept with 
the RMP.. The NTS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN GOAL 
between lines 10 and 1 1 on Page 1-3 is a laudable statement to which 
the remainder of Volume 2 adheres. 

PAGE 1-4 
Line17 

COMMENT 166 

PAGE 1-5 

271 I COMMENT167 

It is refreshing to see the Yucca Mountain Project and the 

memorandum of agreement between DOUNV and the project 
acknowledged. This should be elaborated on in Volume 1 of the 

EIS. 

Statement 

Section 1.4 is a commendable strategy that should also appear in 
Volume I of the EIS. 

I20 
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DOE EIS 
Nevada Test Site 

PAGE 1-6 

Elrurs 

COMMENT 168 Section 1.5 fails to carry through with the conceptual purpose and 
rationale for the RMP (See Comments 001 and 010). The Land and 
Facility Use Policy of December 21, 1994 shifts DOES traditional 
policy toward one of stewardship for both man-made resources and 
natural resources. The discussion in this section should acknowledge 
that and expound on the links between a developed environment on 
the one hand and undeveloped natural resources and ecosystems on 
the other hand, as is done on Page 2-1 under Step 1 and Step 2. 

2.0 - x m l q m L I n  

PAGE 2-3 stsE3 
Une 20 

COMMENT 169 The sentence beginning on this line is an example of the lack of logic 
in DOFs policy of excluding the Yucca Mountain Roject from the 

NTS EIS and the RMP. Here the Yucca Mountain Project, by 

association. is given the status of a cooperating federal agency for 
the NEPA process in the EIS. The project simply is incongruous 
with the government agencies it is associated with under Step 3. 
This should be set straight in the f d  issue of Volume 2. 
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3.0 ECOS- 

PAGE 3-2 
Line 12 

I COMMENT170 

274 

PAGE 3 4  
Line 20 

What i- 

The sentence beginning here recognizes desired natural resources, 
including undisturbed land. This acknowledgment conflicts with 
Section 1.5 of Volume 2 which attempts to separate DOE'S interest 
in NTS ftom natural resources. Clearly, undisturbed land, air, and 
water resources at NTS are in DOE'S interests with respect to uses of 
the site by fUture generations, especially for land that could require 
800-1000 years to ECOVK from surface disturbances. This should be 
recognized in Section 1.5. 

The sentence beginning on this line is another acknowledgment of 
the relevance of the Yucca Mountain Project to the NTS. Included 
here also should be the project's information on soil disturbance and 
reclamation. Especially relevant is "Secondary Succession on 
Disturbed Sites at Yucca Mountain, Nevada," EGG 11265-1 118, 
December 1994. This report discusses the implications of 
information on site disturbances to restoration of disturbed land. As 

noted in the preceding comment, undisturbed land is a resource at 
NTS that should be valued by the DOE for hture generations. If it is 
impractical to reclaim disturbed land on NTS in under 800-1000 
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PAGE 3-5 
Line 16 

COMMENT I72 

276 
. .  

PAGE 3-6 
Line I7 

COMMENT I73 

211 

years, then a prudent ecosystem management policy for the RMP to 
consider is that of minimizing surface disturbances at the site. 

Section 3.2.3 relates to Step 3, page 2-3, for implementing ecosystem 
management. Ecosystem management occurs at the landscape level. 
In the NTS region, this will involve the agencies mentioned in 
Section 3.2.3. For that reason. the discussion should acknowledge 
and cite the ecosystem management policies of the other agencies 
with which DOE must coordinate and be consistent. In this respect, 
the Bureau of Land Management is especially relevant because it 

manages natural resources on the Nellis Air Force Range, as well as 
on public lands around NTS and Nellis. Coordination with BLMs 
rangeland ecosystem health program under 43 CFR Subpart 4 180 is 
of paramount importance and should be acknowledged in Section 
3.2.3 of Volume 2 of the draft EIS. 

Because of the importance of BLMs rangeland ecosystem 
management policies, Section 3.3 should incorporate the concept of 
rangeland ecosystem health being governed by the soil-water-biota 
relationships within ecosystems and landscapes. This fundamental 
association was established by the National Resource Council's 
report on Rangeland Health (1 994) and was adopted by BLM for 
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PAGE 3-8 
Line 21 

COMMENT I74 

SA1 # 953001 IO 

Rmge Refurm ‘91. Both documents should be mentioned in Section 
3.3. The concept of the health of ecosystems like those of the NTS 
and surrounding areas beiig tied to soil-water-biota interactions also 
speaks to the importance of minimizing site disturbances as a means 
of conserving undisturbed land for future generations. 

There should be a reference provided for the Five-Party Cooperative 
Agreement. The status of the initial 1977 agreement with respect to 
the May 24, 1994, proposed revision should be summarized. 

4.0 4 

PAGE 4-1 

COMMENT I75 Chapter 4 should embrace the concept of rangeland ecosystem health 
being govaned by the sail-watcr-biota relationships within 
ecosystems and landscapes. (See Comment 173) 

PAGE 4-8 
Line 18 

COMMENT I76 Section 4. I 1 should acknowledge the concept of sustainable 
development achieved through ecosystem management as set forth 
by the Report of the Interagency Ecosystem Management Task 
Force, Volume I, Overview, June 1995. Volume 2 of the Final EIS 
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280 

should also reflect the task force’s Volume 11-Implementation Issues, 
November 1995. If Volume 111-Case Studies of the task force report 
is issued soon, as anticipated, it too should be cited and reflected in 
Volume 2 of the Final EIS for the NTS. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES 

Capitol Compla 
1p9 W. Nyc lam 

Cu.on City. N d  89710 
(702) 6874380 Fax (702) 687-6974 

9nv 2 ,  I 9 V h  

Nevada Stnte Clearinghouse 
Dept of Administration 
Planning Division 
Blasdel B l d q  Room 202 
Carson City NV 89710 

RE: Nevada S A I I  96300110. Due Dnte: HAY 3, 1996 

Dear Gentlemen, 

Nevada Revised Statutes (NRSI chnpters 533 and 534 require 
that a permit be gained prior to diversion or use of the public 
waters of the State of Nevada. NRS Chapters 535 reqiiires 
notification of the State Engineer prior to building, altering or 
reconstmicting a dam and. under certain circumstances. roqiiires 
that a dam safety permit be acquired prior to stnrtjne 
construction. This office has not been pursuing complinncp with 
these portions of the NRS on the Nevada Test Site (NTS) dtie to t.hr 
presumption thnt. the formnt.ion of the federnl reservntion inclitded 
sufficient wat.er to support t.he primary purpose of the reservat.inn 
and that all hvdrnulic facilities conat.ruated wowld be under t.he 
direction,of the USA Corps of Engineers. 

Requlntion and nllocation of the scant wat.er reserves in t.his 
area of the state are difficult. especially in the light. of 
qroundwater movement throuuh and out of t.hc NTS. without an 
awareness of how much water the NTS has appropriated. hns f i r m  
plans to nppropriate. or decides to appropr1at.e in the future. 
Compliance with Nevada's uater appropriation permit-tinu laws *nd 
requlntions will provide this office with t.he necessnry information 
and need not compromise national security or the NTS mission. 
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A l t e r s t l o n  of the m 1 R a i n i i  of t.he h'l'H to broaden t h e  ernpr nY 
a c t i v i t y  i P  not. e c e o  (Is t h e  pri inrr parpose for which t h e  NTS VPR 
o r i e i n a l l v  set w i d e .  Appl iratlonR V n t  agproprrni.ion of i h r  i i r ih l i r  
watrrra o f  t h e  State  of Nevada muet hL &e for nny nrtivirirq 
u l i l i c i o 4  wat.cr on +he WTIl c*v relnt.cd i ~ ~ ' t ' - p i t r  lnrationa t h a t  a r e  
not  d l r e r t , l r  r e l a t e d  to the nrlelnal p i m s e a  for rhivh t h e  
rrsrrvrt . inn V ~ R  M ~ C .  T h i s  aperifjrrl I v  anti caphat.irrllz' ~nr181dra 
t h e  eo-called Solar Enterprise  Zone. 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 1 

weapons testing and makes no mention of the Yucca Mountain Site. Furthermore, the 
analysis ignores activities on the Nellis Range and Tonopah Test Range. Instcad the 
analysis attempts to compare impacts from NTS operation to growth impacts in Las 
Vegas valley. It is not the intent of a cumdative +is to draw such a comparison. 
The analysis consists primarily of qualitative statements and lacks quantitative 
assessmcnt of impacts. 

April 26, 1996 

Dr. Donald R Elk 
Environmental Protection Division 
U.S. Depanmenr of Energy 
P.O. Box 14459 
Las Vegas. Nevada 89 I 14 

Dear Dr. Ellc: 

Lander County appreciates the opportunity to review and pmvide comments to the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test site and Off-site Locations 
in the State of Nevada. 

The numerous volumes of the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) would suggest 
that the Department of Energy (DOE) has put forth considerable effort to address 
important issues. DOE must be commended for their efforts to cooperate with 
interested parties through participation at  public hearings. the Transportation Protocol 
Working Group, and several presentations to the Affeckd Units of Local Government. 

Enclosed are numerous specific comments related to the procedural aspects of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the overall content and analysis 
presented in the document Our review has identified several potential issues which 
require ynu considmation. Most notably is the lack of a well defined proposcd action. 
The purpose and need for the proposed action is not clearly stated and is confusing. 

The alternatives in this document are alternative proposals and not alternatives to the 
props& action. The relationship betwcen this EIS and the RSOUTC~ management plan 
is not clear. The €IS d e n  to the alternatives as 'raounr management altcmativcs" yet 
the resource management plan will not be completed for several years. Furthermore, the 
alternatives described in the document have little or nothing to do with resource 
management, but instead describe potential uses of fad t ies  and new programs which 
may be housed at NTS. 

We question whether alternative 2 is a valid alternative. Alternative 1 (No action) is the 
bascline conditions yet them is an impact analysis for this alternative. The Department 
of Energy needs to reconsider the alwmatives in this document 

3 2 '  I 
4 1  
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Dr. Donald R File 

April 2 4  1996 
Pngr 2 

Sincerely. 

&AD& 
 ath ha Smith L e s ,  chair 
Lander County Commission 
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April 26, 1996 

Donald 8. Elie, Director 
Environmental Protectlon DiViEiOn 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Nevada Operations Oftice 
P.O. Box 14459 
La6 Vegas. Nevada 89114 

RE: Whits Plne County 
C o m n t s  on the Nevada Test 
Site Dratt Envlronmental 
Impact Statemant 

Dear Mr. Elle. 

White Pine County is EUbmittlng for Departmat ot Energy 
consideratlon the attached coments on the Nevada Test Slte 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Board 0: White Pine 
County Commissioners encourages the Department to thoroughly 
consider all ot the attached comments on the Nevada Test Site Dratt 
Envlronmental Impact Statement. 

The Department Is requested to employ a pollcy ot adopting 
most ot the issues which the county has raised. Inclusive 
treatment of county issues will help to ensure that the Nevada Test 
Site INTSI Dratt EISadequately addresses potential risks which may 
accrue to White Pine County. 

I trust that the attached comments on the NTS Dratt EIS will 
assist DOE in determining the tlnal NTS EIS. Please tee1 tree to 
contact Mr. Ferd Mariani of the W.P. County Nuclear Waste Project 
Offlce at ( 7 0 2 )  289-2033 i t  should you have any questions regarding 
the issues rained in this document. 

Sincerely. 

B O W -  IONBBS 

Wayne Cameron, 
Chairman 

EnClOEUre as Indicated. 

wc/dm 
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WHITE PIAB COuBIy.cQIMgRIS 
NKVAM TEST SITE 

White Pine County's concerns with the NTS EIS can generally be 
described as tocusing upon the cumulative exposure risks associated 
with past. present. and tuture activities at the NTS and 
transportation initiatives required to move low level radio active 
waste (LLRW) through White Pine County to the NTS. 

The DOE Draft Envlromntal Impact Statement shows that the 
NTS may be used to dispose of extensive volumes ot LLRW generated 
at defense sites around the United States. Certain of theee 
studies, such as the Fernald Site EIS have EUggeEted the 
desirability of shipping the88 materials by rail to the envirocare 
facility in Utah and possibly by truck to the Nevada Test Slte. 
Although the Dratt EIS for the Nevada Test Site has ranked Nevada 
3, Route 5 as a high risk route, i t  Is still an option which 
remains open for shipment ot LLRW to the NTS. 

Although the NTS BIS does not show 1-80 as a route to be Used 
tor shipping LLRW. this interstate also remains an option. 

There has been a great deal of concern expressed by Clark 
County about LLRW shipments through the 'Spaghetti Bowl'  and across 
Boulder Dam. Also, in written and oral conrments by the City ot La6 
Vegas expressing concern about the La6 Vegas valley economy and 
Craig Road. It has become evident that interest ot the State o t  
Nevada and Clark County to minimize risks to health and safety ot 
a majority of neVada'6 residents and economy ot Southern Nevada 
w l l l  likely shitt said risks to rSEidentS and bUEineSse6 in rural 
counties. such as White Pine. 

It i s  Whlte Pine County's concern that i t  there is a 
reassessment of route selection methodology. Nevada 3 .Route 5 
mlght become a primary route. 

If, in the Final Dratt EIS this should be the case, then U.S. 
highway 93 and 6 and State Highway 318 through White Pine County 
might be designated for both LLRW and High Level Radioactive Waste 
shipments since this route is now a proposed route tor HLW 
shipments. 

White Pine County offers the tollowing comnents and 

The NTS BIS must consider alternatives for provision ot 
1 I ettective emergency tirst response Capabilities along legal weight 

recomendations: 

truck routes in White Pine County. 

w 

n 
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2 

Alternatives which should be investigated include enhanced 
local government response Capabilities. Provision of specialized 
equipment to deal with an incident is primary. The EIS should 
address the risk management itwlications ot alternatives strategies 
tor when and how provision of local training and equipping ot local 
first responders might occur. 

3 

1. DOE must specify shipment notitication procedures. 
including (1 )  state, tribal and local jurisdiction 
notitication, ( 2 )  estimates o t  materials and volumes to be 
shipped, and ( 3 )  designations ot points of contact tor 
corridor jurisdictions. 

11. There should be regular meetings among representatives o t  
DOE, corridor jurisdictions and other stakeholders and 
interested entities. These meetings should be used to: 

a. provide updates regarding ongoing and planned shipment 
campaigns and reports and evaluations on past shipments 
(based on DOE monitoring program)i 

b. address issues that may arise when significant changes 
have occurred or are planned tor the transportation 
system and in materials and/or volumss being shipped; 

c. identity and mitigate additional impact or concerns of 
local communities should transportation problems occur. 

Interim intormation can be made available through posting8 to 
an Internet home page, or through other electronic. hard COPY 
or oral communication. In addition, DOE should also provide: 

1. a mechanism for receiving and addressing concerns that 
may arise between regular meetings. and; 

2. annual reports to include, at theminimum. identitication 
of carriers, sources and destinations of each shlpment. 
the number and volume ot shipments o t  each substance. 
highway and rail routes used. incident/accident 
encountered and actions taken to address them, and 
evaluations of each shipment campaign. 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 2 (CONTINUED) 

White Pins County Comments 
Page 3 . . 
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13 

14 

15 
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111. M)E must ensure that local emergency response agencies 
are able to identity low level waste shipments and provide 
immediate notitication to tederal and state agencies 
responsible tor responding to or supporting the handling o t  
accidents. 

IV. DOE/NV should provide responding jurisdictions/agencies 
with at least two new detection instruments per jurisdiction 
and ongoing calibration services in conjunction with local 
training in corridor cornunities in emergency response to 
incidents involving radioactive materials. 

V. DOE/NV should provide or facilitate the provision of in- 
vehicle radio repeaters, binoculars, cellular telephones and 
other equipment to corridor jurisdictions. 

VI. DOE should provide preference to local public satety and 
emergency response agencies tor the tree distribution o t  
tederal surplus emergency response equipment. 

VII. DOE/PN should work with corridor communities to make 
training Opportunities as ettective as possible. 
Consideration should be given to direct tunding ot training 
programs to the corridor communities. providing training 
opportunities on weekends to accommodate volunteer responders. 
and providing stipends to.participants. 

VIII. Communities which are not' directly located on 
transportation routes should be .provided the opportunity to 
participate in emergency response training courses ottered to 
corridor communities. 

IX. DOE should provide flnancial and technical assistance as 
necessary to ensure that corridor comaunities have up-to-date 
emergency management and evacuation plans in place. 

X. Transported loads should be covered or contained to 
prevent possible aerosol disbursement. 

. 

<, 

XI. All shipments ot all materials arising at NTS during 
off-hours should be required to temporarily park loads at a 
secured area inside NTS gates. 

XI. Each truck carrying Class 7 materials should have. two 
drivers present at all times. 

XII. Carriers should respond to all driver advisories and 
notifications ot delays and make appropriate adjustments to 
primary routes. 
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XIII. A l l  vehicles should be required to undergo quarterly 
CVSA inspections (based on enhanced North American standard) 
and should display appropriate satety inspection stickers. 

XIV. DOElNV should 'work with the State and corridor , jurisdictions to develop criteria tor selection ot safe 
parking areas to be used by carrier vehlcles. This is related 
t o  the recornanandation in the Mitigation, Procedures, and 
Operations. that all shiplnsnts o t  low level waste arriving at 
NTS during oft-hours be required to temporarily park loads at 
a secured area inside HTS gates. 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 3 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 5 

5 

May 1,1996 

It appcars that the Draft EIS failed to consider Emeralds County in other than generic 
term throughout the document. Clark, Lincoln and Nye counties were analyzed uaensively. 
Esmeralda county was not included for analysis. We belicve that the Draft EIS cannot 
stand as mitten because Esmeralda Coumy (the near neighhor) was not considered 
for of sodoccowmics, emriromcntal justice or even as an agency requiring 
notificatiou DOE'S bypass of Esmeralda County suggests that the analysis and conclusions 
are incomplete and open to challenge. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ESMERALDA COUNTY. NEVADA 

1 

7he Summary (-5) provides a list of the cooperating agenaes including four federal 
agencies and Nye County. Esmeralda County is requesting status as a cooperating agency 
due to our proximity to NTS. We urpea certain impacts m r  time and believe Esrneralda 
Cwnty should not be overlooked. As an example. in Volume 1 (Page 1-9. Section 15). it 
is explained that the Draft EIS was distributed to specific entities for review and comment 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 5 (CONTINUED) 

* and& EsmeraldaCountyhas 'Ibe county goverrm~ents l i d  arc CkkJ&& 
historically been excluded when DOE has distriited information or solicited comments. 
Ibe Draft Ms U S  bas not adequately included Esmcralda County on an equal basis with 
clarl;.LincolnandNyecwnties. Wefailto 

understand why our county isn't nxopked as a near neighbor. n e  Draft EIS illustrates 
DOE'S attempts IO consult with Clark, Lincoln and Nye counties while overlooking the 
nearcstneighbortoacontaminatedsitc. 

2 

3 

Esncralda county was rcccgnted by the federal government as a labor surplus area due 
to contirmed high unemployment ovcr sevcral yean. We have bacn vitally concerned with 
possibilities for emplaying local residents. In Volumc 1 (Section 4.13 sodoecowmics, Page 
4-68 through 4-96), DOE provides an extensive examination of sociocmnomic trends and 
facton. The document only considers Clark, Lincoln and Nye counties. 'Ibe Draft EIS 
again overlooks Esmeralda County. It is our opinion that the Draft EIS does not adequately 
address sodoeconomics and its rched trends because it does not consider Esmeralda 
County. As stated earlier, we arc a s car neighbor and the doauncnt repeatedly fails to 
analyze impacts to Esmeralda Counly. 

2 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 5 (CONTINUED) 

. n e  issue of routing of radioactive Waste is Muncry important to the State 
of 
Ncvada and local communities. n e  Rawd of Dcddon should include an 
agreement to work with local government entities to develop route selcaion 
criteria and methodology and to evaluate alternatives. Important criteria to 
be considered must indude population uposurc, traffic and accident rates, 
proximity of sensitive facilities and environmental areas. Contracts under 
which carriers operate should stipulate spedfic routes to be taken and those 
to be avoided. 

Commitment to regular update mew reports and evaluations of past 
shipments. Mcetings to also be 6chcduled wben there are signi6eant changes 
to the transportation system and in the materials and/or volumes shipped. 
DOE to develop and maintain a monitoring program which addrmes 
concerns of local juridctions in tbe mot of problems with shipments and 
rcsultant issues. The monitoring program would also iden* additional 
impacts and mitigation measures which might m. 

DOE to provide mual report to State of Ncvada induding pertinent 
information (Le. total amount of agste shipped, routes, etc.). problems ad 
thcu resolution, description of addents ( i  any). 

Availability of shipper/carrier data to all corridor jwidctions. 

DOE to work with corridor jurkdictions to provide effeaive training 
opportunities with consideration of direct funding for training programs (with 
stipends for participants) and accommodation given to volunteers for their 
padcipation on weekends 

. opportunity to be given to outside jurisdictions for pam'apation in training 
offed to corridor jurisdictions. 

DOE to pmvidc furamial and technical assisranee to assure comdor 
communities have evacuation plan in place. 

. .  
. 

ac 4- 

Transported loads to be wvercd or contained to prevent possible aerosol 
disburscmcnt. 

. All shipments aniviq outside of normal hours required to be parked in NTS 
safe haven. . 

' lbo drivers should be present on each shipment. 

Carriers to respond to all travel advisories, notifications of construction delays 

16 I 
171 and make adjustments accordingly. 

. 

. 

. AU vehicles required to undergo quarferly CVSA inspections and must display 
safety inspection stickers. 

3 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 5 (CONTINUED) 

Re- 4 4  

19 I . hhl8Iy routing to be 011 hterSIatC, u.s M State h@IWaF 

. DOE to -der workiag with affected juriuiictims to agree on route or 
spcci6c segments to be prohiikd Gth DOE gaining authority through 
contractual agreements with shippen (Shippen auld  be prohibited from 
certain mum through their contrim with DOE) 201 

. DOE commit in the RECORD OF DECISION to dearly understood 
p- for rouiing of Iw level was!e shipments ad to a method that binds 
the shipper to adhering to the chosen muting alternative. In agreement with 
the Rotocol Worting Group. Esmralda Cwnry suggests the following 
wocding for a recommendation on route sclcction methodology and direction 
to &en: 

21 The Departaunt of Enugy, Ncvada opesations Office (DOE/NVO) 
will address specific routes for low I m l  waste (UW) shipments to the 
Ncvada Test Site (NlX). In consultation with the State of Nevada, 
affected local gowrnmnts and smereign lndian natiom, DOE/NVO 
will develop a route sclection methodology and identify preferred LLW 
routing alternatives for indusion in the F d  NIS EnviroMlurtal 
Impoa Stamnent DOE/NVO will also stipulate these specific routes 
in the Rnord of Dccidon and institute a process for contractually 
requiriq shippers to adhere to thc selected routcs. 

4 

. 

. 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 5 (CONTINUED) 

. DOE to institute policies restricting shipment3 during holidays peak tourist 
travel periods or duriq special events. 

. DOE to work with State of Nevada and corridor jurisdictions to develop 
criteria for selection of safe parking areas to be used by carriers 

We have appreciated your efforts to inform the public and actively seek comments on the 
Drah NTS US. Esmeralda County h eommittcd to being a good neighbor to D O E Y O  
and we are willing to work dorely With pur agency to ensure safe. routine nn 
of low kvel waste to KIS. Additionally. we ask you to carefdy revim our amcerns about 
inadequate analysis in Ute EIS relating to Esmeralda county. 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 6 

Department of 
Comprehensive Planning 

-a- - 
MFIDlllMI-Nr- May 2.1596 eon soReSu3- Po R(y BOX 6I.E sn7a 3018 

U.S. Depmnent oi ~nagy F - V t ~ ~  

lASMcII\BNv m-741 
mq 4 m - m  

Nevada Oprations O W  
P.O. Box 14459 
Las Vegas. Nevada 891 14 
Attenlion: h. Donald Elle, Director 

Eovironmcn~ Rotceticm Division 

SUBJECl? CLARK COUNlY D E P A R W  OF COMPREBENSLVE PLANNING 
COMMENTS ON TEE DRAm ENVIRONMElVl'AL IMPACT 
STATEMENT (EIS) FOR TEE NEVADA 
SITE LOCATIONS IN TEIE =ATE OF NEVADA 

SITE @ITS), AND OFF- 

Dear Dr. me: 

Attached are comments from the Clark County Depamncnt of Comprehensive Plaaning to the 
draft EnhnnunhaI Impad SIatemnI (EIS) for lhc Napodo Test Si& (NTS), and 
off-Site LocotioM in flu Stn& of N d  We appnciate the opportunity to p v i &  input to 
this important set of documents. Staa has been Cjpsially impressed with the amant of tim 
that Deparrment of Energy (DOE) staff has spent with Clark County staff on deliberating the 
important issues coosidcred in the EIS. 

Imc Board is es~&flyintaestcd in issues mat relate topotcntid e f f m  to the health and safety 
of the citizens of Clark County. pariicularfy with' rlspcn to the tranrpmtstion of the waste. 
Wbilc we applaud thc-DOE's recognition that mmy?ation is an issue of s ignihna with 

and 3). we are IIOl supportive of disproportionaIc n u m b  of muting options in Clark county 
and in the urbanized and rapidly gmwing Las Vega Valley. 

We look forward to your wrilkn response t o w  mmmellt8. and co-s as wzU as tbcircareful 
considemtion in thc final Record of Dccion. If you have any questions please contau mc. . 

Sincerely. 

. 

. 

Iegard to s c v d  ofthe dlcmative firmrrs wig comderd -in the EIS (aocably Altcmatives 1 

Richard B. H o h  
mrrctor 

cc: Jams Ley 
Bonnie Wdi 
Dcnnis Bechtel 

01-5 

C 



MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 6 (CONTINUED) 

[l] potential costs to county government and commercial enurprises for mitigation 01 

preventative measum 1e.g.. emcrgcncy response1 made ~ c c e ~ ~ a r y  by increased 
numbers of m c k  ship-. cspccially through thc Las Vega urban a m ;  

. .  

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 6 (CONTINUED) . 

4 I [3] 
5 I [4] 

environmental justice with regard to transportation routes; and. 
the methodology for selection of highway routes and thc establishment by DOE of - . .  satety am rouung requmwnts for earners. 

Clark C o w  planning staff is also interested in the way in which DOE views the issues of 
risk and impact aSSessment and the manner in which its representatives interpret and 
communicate any fdngs  in these areas. These include concerns about the use of 
probabilistic risk assessment techniques and the omission of estimates of impacts of 
importance to local governments [e.g.. unrecognized costs. environmental justice, pemived 
risk]. 

while we understand that there are significant differences in program activities and murials 
to be handled. we submit that k r e  are common elemenls and pwmial impacts that are k t  
considered in an overall coolext. Among others. thse include the design and operations of 
the DOE transportation system for a number of simultamous shipping campaigns, rrlated 
risks and impacts, perceptions of risk, and mitigation planning and implementation. 

Further, we are most interested in thc continuation and enhancement of dialogue among the 
DOE, local governments. Indian wibes. interest and environmental groups, and other 
uakeholders. Such scheduled and unscheduled interaction recently has k e n  shown u) be 
valuable in the identification. clarification and addressing of isms impownt to stakeholders 
in the U S  process. This process is needed to ensurc that the affected parties in Nevada will 
have the ability to respond to hrture events and recommendations that will not have been 
fmlizcd prior to Ihc completion of the NTS EIS. 

A good example of this process is the functioning of the NTS Transportation Advisory Group 
and its Protocol and Risk Working Groups. Thex groups have met regularly over the past 
18 months with the resultant open dialogue benvccn staff  and management of DOE and 
various jurisdictions. In some cases. this dialogue has led to immediate DOE responv to 
particular action items. including the mrwting of low-level radioactive wasu [LLW] 
shipments through North Las Vegas. Recently. the Rctocol Working Gmup provided 
recommendations for DOE consideration in the Record of Decision for thc NIS US. 

This process would also be most effective in stakeholder participation in the development of 
the Resource Momgemem P h .  to be complckd after the Record of Decision is accepted. 
We believe thac Record ofDecision for thc EIS should contain a schcdule for implementing 
the P h .  By including such a schedule. DOE will demonstrate its commitment to Ute pmess  
that must include full interauion with local governments and othcr stakeholders. 

Some of our comments. concerns and questions were raised at hearings held in Las Vegas 
and are reiterated and expanded upon in thc attached document. In general. our comments 
are related to Clark County government's mission of providing programs to support the 
health. safety. ecommic well-being and quality of life of its residents in a cost-effective and 
efficient manner. The commentary relates IO [ I ]  management of the EIS process and 121 
present and pountial and impacu due to uses of thc Nevada Test Site as outlined in thc h7S 

2 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 6 (CONTINUED) 

I 2.0 DOE’S Policy and Management of the EIS Roeess for the Nevada Test Si 

2.1 P O t e n t i a l l y A f f c c t e d ~ .  l’hedefinitronofpoteatiallyaffstcdgwgrdphicor 
jurisdictional areas in the D e  EIS is umlear. For ins-. thc entire transportation system 

these routes are not disarssed. For example, probability risk assesstMnt numbers are used 
along the routes, but there is no disussin of & issues as cmmwmcntal jnstice, 
on traffic conpestion, infrarmrctllrr damage or costs of maimcnancc. except in thc nnmcdme 
area of the NTS. Likewise, the D@ Q S  states that W% of NTS workers live in Clark 
County but no attention is given to potemial impa~%~ on wnmy smites that may be meded 
for additional NTS workers under Alternative 3. Other examples may be provided for each 
of the affected environments Bddrrssd in the Dm ElS. 

In eNect, by limiting the regions of interest for affected environments to lafalizcd areas 
amnnd the NTS. DOE p~cludes considemtion of three issues of great importance to Clark 
County -potential increased ~ ~ ~ n t y c o s t s  for mandatcd services. potemialdecrrasc in tax 
revenues due to perceived risk, and the development of miligation programs that would 
beumK aceessary if A l t e m ’ v u  3 or 4 are sektcd. 

of southern Nevada is used in the discussion rrgarding mutiqg, butpormtial impads along 

While the NTS itself is a large isolated d o n  of land, tramportation comdm which are 
used to move material to and from the site cot through a base popurlation of approximately 
1,OOO,ooO people, a visitor population approaching 3,000.000 pcople per m o d ,  land and 
propcny assessed in excess of 526 bfflion. and exmmely sensitive comdors where one 
accident could potedaUy cause the Contaminstion of a water supply utilized by Neyada, 
Arizona, California and Mexico. 

When discussing the NTS, all of southem Nevada must be raken imo comideration as a 
potentially affected area. Any action associated with the NTS may have little noticeable 
impact on the Southern Nevada economy due to its Wnendous growth rate. However, since 
thii is a tcuristdriven e m m y ,  even a minor dowmuro in the tourist industry due to a 
widespread perception of undue risk eauld have a major impact on tax revenues used to 
support county services. 

2.2 Assessllent d Cumulative ERecIs and htenution Among Environmental Imp“‘ 
Statements Afffdng the Nevada Test Si. TIE Draft EIS rcfers to 18 programs in vanous 
stages of EIS or NEPA processes but sttops sb01-I of address& or even idmtifying the 
impacts of the progmtns, taken t o g m .  over a period of time. The EISs and NEPA studies 
consider these p m p m s  separately. d in mast cases. few sigaificant negative effects are 
noted or anticipated. We feel, however, that if more tban one pmgnm is implemented. the 
impacn may no longer be viewed as iaaepmdcnt actions and all must be eonsidered in 
conjunction with others. 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 6 (CONTINUED) 

We are concerned with the manner in which the NTS EIS will consider deckions based upon 
these assess- given the fact that they will be made at different times. We are especially 
inteIWed in the PropOKd method of baodliidecisions that are inconflict with those rcacbed 
in the h’TS EIS Record of Decision and those supparted by southern Nevadans. 

In the EIS process. consideration should be given to past testing activities at NTS. all current 
or planned NTS activities as related to the DOE waste management and environmenral 
restoration, nuclear stockpile stewardship and deknse-related programs. and future high-level 
waste disposal and storage options. 

For example, the Wasle MaMgcmnrt pmgmmmoric fiviromnIal Impact StacUneN pHS1 
is a nationwide study examining the treatment. storage or disposal of low level mixed wastes, 
low level waste; tramuam ‘c waste, higb level defense waste, and other types. ‘Ihcse wastes 
could be disposed of at one to sixteen DOE sites. The PQS identifies the NTS as a major 
posible site for the management of w a s t s  s k u  it is the largest site in the DOE complex. In 
the PEN, the NTS was found to have the least negative health and socioeconomic impacts on 
the surrounding population of any DOE site. 

Thus. the potential for m i m e d  or expanded shipmnm of radioactive. mixed and hazardous 

plutonium pits and other low-level or high-level nuclear materials. All of these materials arc 
dangerous and, taken ~mulatively, they may pose greater risks and result in higher impacts 
lhan any one EIS could estimate. Until such time as each of these Q& are finalized; and the 
NTS is identified as an acceptable or unacceptable site, no informed decisions concerning any 
individual location may be made. 

Each of these projects is supponed by collection, management and analysis of data that would 
also te useful in the NTS EIS. Many of the assumptions regardiq transportation mode and 
routing may be exactly the samc. as would be the types of impacts that will be studied. This 
has implications for development and maintenance of common EIS data standards. 
management policies and analytic methods. 

At thii point, DOE has not published any plan for heractive data collection, management 
and analyses, and study methodology among the EISs for which they are responsible. Such a 
plan wwld be of great utility as a management tool for W E  and as a guidance document for 
local governments as they continue theii responsibiiity to monitor the DOE cnvironmenral 
management and waste disposal programs. 

wastes to the NTS is high. such m a t e d  may include contaminated dirt. mixed wastes. 

4 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 6 (CONTINUED) 

We agree with thc State of Nevada and other county  tio om that if DOE adopfs a 
proposed action that includes the transportation of any of the materials addressed in olhn 
EISs. a cumulative impact analysis for aansportation must be pnparcd. This EIS must 
address the combined functions of DOE'S Environmcmal Managemat aad Defeme Program 
activities at the NTS and should inchulc tramportation informalion for cach spccifx material. 
(1) origin and destination; (2) suantiry or v o w  shippat Q) lotal radioactivity and 
maximum radioactivity pcr individual shipment; (4) shipping mataim fharacccristics and 
capacities; (5) Shipment mode or modes; (6 ) tramportation servicc options; (7) earricr 
qua~ifications and selection procadurrs; (8) ship me^ rrm~ or mutcs; (9) atmulalive shipment 
miles; and (10) timing of shipmenu. 

Such a cumulative impact analysis for mmportation vmuld d c h  a scenario that takcs into 
account all possible actions. l b a t  is. a rmtacvaluation of all impacts taken tog&r. using 
integrated data management and analysis rcChniques, would be uscful to provide a dal istk 
assessment of the potential risk and impacts to affected areas over csrtain periods of time. 
Only in this way. would DOE decisiibmakers be able to see mC potential coaseguences of 
their actions. 

3.0 Impacts 

3.1 
waste to the NTS under AIternmive 3. Eight of the ten mutes propose the wnsport of a 
relatively large number of shipments through CIark Coumy with five of tbcsc through the 
most densely populated part of our community on 1-15, U.S. 95. and US. 93. Only one 
alternative considers a rural muting in Nevada which would avoid mmopolitaa Lss Vegas. 
While the EIS does not specifically state a prefmed mu!. it docs name primary aad alternate 
mutes. The primary mute would cany waste south on 1-15 through tht Spaghetti Bowl 
[interchange with U.S. 951, curremly under '00 ami north on U.S. 95 to the NTS. 
This route utilizes areas of greatest bazard and lo& levels of service in the ama. In 
addition, present roadway construction projects. p r t i d d y  at thc Spaghetti Bowl 
interchange. is pLanned to last at least sevm yean. 

Clark County is in the early stages of a l&year hamportation improvement project that will 
see extensive wostruction. reconstruction a d  other moditkations of its arterial road sysrCm. 
It has bcen demonstrated that consbuction projects arc related to incrrasd congestion. a 
slowing of traffi. and an increase in accidcnu. thus lowering of levels of service]. Given 
the ambitious clark County program. om must analyze thc nad for enhaaccd M c  
management programs or other r e d i t i o n  programs to lessen its effect. A potentiaUy 
significant incrcase in nuclear waste traffic must also be c~nridcrrd in such plans. 

Transportathn Routes. There arc ten highway mutes examined for shipments of 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 6 (CONTINUED) 

DOE'S specikity in definiog potmtial highway Shipment mute is useful in assisting local 
govemmcnu to assess the rreessiry and capabilities of public safety programs. potential 
cumomic wsts to local govenrmans and midents. health and safety risks to midents and 
Visitors. and effects on the sumntnding mVimmnan. However. this brings into question 
mute selection methods utilized by DOE for different typcs of r a d i d v e  vjastc. At present. 
federal regulations regarding thc wnsporration of low level, mixed waste. and hazardous 
waste allow the carrier to select loUtes based, primarily. upon t h e  and distance 
considerations. This is a major wncern to Clark Coumy since we feel that a careful mute 
selstion mclhodology should be agreed upon by DOE and affected juridictiorrp and the 
rrs~ltam routing be used by eanim. 'Iht WblishmeM or uv of sucb a mnhodology. 
similar to that used for highway mteanuoUed quaMitics. would provide a basis for 
identifying and providing priorities for variables to be used in muh selection. 

3.2.1 Transportation R a t e  Seloctbn Methodology. Under m n t  federal regulation aad 
aamportation practice. all was0 chat could be transported to the NTS would mverse rhc 
most populated arras and most congested Mi umcs in Clark County. We feel that risk 
and impact mthodologics. w b  propcay conceived and used. wwld provide a approach to 
mute selection that would take into account those f a f t o ~  believed to be imprtant by 
jurisdictions through which the material W d  pass. 

A vahmbk reference point for thc development of sucb a methodology is thc 1993 hfi 
rcpon. Idmrijicarion of Factom for Sekning Maies  and Rouesfor Shipping High-Lcvcl 
Radiwnive Waue and W m  hkar  Fuel, PRparrd for the U.S. Dcpamnnn of 
Tramportation IDOT] uoder provisions of tbc H & m  Mamials Transportation Safety A a  
of 1990. This rcpon may be r e g a ~ I ~ I  as a hxt  step toward a more comprckasive 
examination of the problems of mclear waste mute selection and risk analysis. Tht report 
is useful because it highlights a number of facton m t  usually unrsiderrd in risk analysis. 

IO fact. we believe that the suggested DOT mite selection mtbodology p k s  greater 
importam 00 impacts and risks of imcrrst m local and sate governems rather than 
pmbability-bascd risk 111casu~cs used by DOE to assess mutes. Given this. we suggest chat 
DOE uv the DOT material as a guidelime for e a a b l i  comparative highway mute 
selection mahods that would place priority on impacts and risks most commonly preferred by 
state or local routing sgmcics. 

In munmary, we feel that probabilistic risk asse6Smcnl is an appropriate fua step in 
identifying eligible mutes for hvthcr Warnination. The next step should be comparative 
mute assessmenu that anrridcr. among owr variables, nomal~lated risks, risk in context 
with 0th wnspowtiw system o p e r a W  and area demographics, thc relationship between 
identified risks and impacts, and other contiagencies. 

6 
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In Clark coumy's ease. are arc moa CoDCQlyd witb the cffcct ofperccpions and possible . 
rcdtantstigmaontltc uuuist and gaming indusay of Sonman Nevada. DOEand othn 
sndics have shown that negative pmcptiom usually d t  in Sbolt tcrm changes m behaviol 
and impacts. However. even a short-tcrm drop in gaming rev- could have a huge effecl 
on the tax base of the coumy. 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT ~~(CONTINUED) 

3.2.2 Use of Seleded Routes by Carriers. Omz the routts am selected. thc NIS EIS must 
clearly provide for a process by which Carrim arc bouod to use the m@. Clark County 
officii have documcnrau .on to show that DOE facilities have connactcd or othcraise agreed 
with camm that they use ody designated mutes. This is t ~ c  for source W i i s  sucb as 
Fetnald and destination facilities such as INEL. We feel that DOE nust commit to 
stipulating, by meam of wonact rqukaynts Wim c&. mutes or scgmcntE of mutes that 
may be used for waste and rmclear marcnals shgmrntr to NTS. except under special 
circumstances. 

Clark County planning staff agrec with State of Nevada officials that carrier coabacts that 
require adhcrmce to routing preferences may be crafted in e o r n p l i  to federal or statc 
laws and regulations that deal with radioactive or hazardous materials mufe designations. 
DOE, as the shipper of thcw materials (or the facility operator acting on behalf of DOE), 
may incorporate provisions into contracts with carriers that require tbc carricr to perform io 
specified ways. As long as DOE d m  not attempt to bind carrim to provisions that am 
illegal or in violation of misting regulations, thrre is nothing to prohibit DOE fmm using the 
contracting prmss to enforce the use of roues that am acceptable to DOENIX stakeholders 
(i.c., affected local governments arad sovereign nations impacted by shipmcnLF to NTS). 

Tbc process by wbkh DOE is permitted to solicit and award cannacts can aeeommodste thc 
requirement that carriers use cemin mtcs or avoid certain unaccqablc sgmentc of mutcs. 
If such accommodation is not possible with pncral freight carriers. DOE should urmmir to 

even if additional costs am 
incurred. We feel that DOE should commit to such a process in the &cord SfDccidon for 
the EIS. 

3.3 P a r d v e d R i k .  DOEmaddre6spauindriskofrmdearwastcshipmtntswithin 
Clark Coumy. Tk c u m  lcvel of shipments to NTS has alrrady d arideJprrad public 
co1wm in Clark County and possiik large & shipping campaip of LLW and otbcr 
wastes ulrough the Las Vcgas Valley could eausc signiticant adverse sociosonomit and 
cultural impacts even if no accidents occur. 

thc use of c o m c t  carriers who arc agreeable to the m, ' 

Tk failure to relate perceived risk and other no~tangible aspects of risk to public safi3y and 
c o w m  is a signifcam omission in DOE thinlring and makes thc D q 9  EIS wlncrrble 
valid criticii.  For example, dcspip i m p r o v m  to the Thnc Mile Island facility after i s  
accident. thc perceived risk of mrlear power has fuwiled that facility's ufc. In this f ~ s .  
perceived risk has had a more substantial cffcct on use of rmclear power than calculated risk. 
Thc effects of perceived risk may be even morc proaarafcd wbcn ixrlividuak arc witness to 
large numbers of shipments passing m tbcii tr.ighborhoods or arras of thci 
prefcrcw. 
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33 

34 

-re is evidence that individual pmpcrty owom may be affected by negative puception, 01 
shipmntcorridors or roads that may carry nuclear waste Jhipmms. The court case. K& 
vs. Sunta Fe. has demomnated the w of such pacqdiom on property values. In 
this New Mexico -e. it was d o p i  area had 10s fimr 
11% to 30% of its v a h ~  bc~ausc of& designation. even OIX even one sbipmm IWI 
yabecnmadc. ffthesediminishca values= applicdtotheurban Las Vcgas area, the 
results w d d  be most serious Dot only to individuals but also to tbc 'Coumy bsausc of a 
decrrascdtaxbasc. 

3.4 Pobk Safety T d d n g  and Prep;uodacss. Rorcetioaof the bealth and 

ina 

toclartCouaty. Healtbandsafay safety of its residents and visiirs is of vital importance 
risks to individuals as a rrsult of- NTSopratiom~kdelimatcd d risk 
maoagmmt propros comidcrcd to minimirc potcmial risks. Information rcqukments for 

fedcral. state. and local gowmnrnt emergency 

I 

'such risk management programs iaclua;the identifnstion of most likely ahippi mUtCs. 

rrsourccsandrrquirrmcnts. andhatardous andhighaccdmtlaaaolrsalongthc pwntial 
roum and E.pial populations, "oss othcrs. 

aad ef3crgnsy medical 

Thc E I s m  also address such issutsas imtipaional armgmms for shipmnntraelring. 
d for cscom. prrnotificMion to sate. local, and tribal govenrmcnts. vehicle safety and 

attend to roles and rcspomibiitics of the DOE and local govanmats and methods of 

agrec with lmmbm of the Rqocol Workmg Gmup that DOE should prrsemdetailed pkns 
and scbcdules for such a miligation program m tbc Recud OfDrCidon. 

8 



MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 6 (CONTINUED) 

3.5 Soeloeconomlc Impacts 

Clark County planning staff feel strongly that the N I S E I S  should consider the direct, 

90% of the NTS work force resides in Clark C o w  and a large portion of the support 
activities occur in rhe Las Vegas Valley. NTS-related growth has the potential to cause 
negative impacts on the need for public scrviees and facilities supponcd by tax revenues. 
In recent years, the phenomenal growth of gaming a d  tourism has kept pace with ocher 
forms of development and population growth. However, it cannot be assumcd that this will 
remain me into tbe next cenrury. These economic effects associated with additional 
NTS-related population growth could, therefore. generate ngative fisfal impacts for state and 
local jurisdictions in the event that tourismlearning growth faiis to meet that of other BMS of 
the economy. 

3.6 

40 I indirect. and iaduced effects of employment and procurement associated with activities. 

Environmental Justice [Impacts 011 the Miwrltig and Low h m e  Groups] 

41 
Clark County officials feel that the EIS must seriously consider federal directives and comply 
with federal statutes regarding environmental justice to address thc co- and possible 
differential advme impacts on Native American. minority and low-income populations. 24% 
of the population of Clark County is considered to be memben of minority groups, with 
Hispanics [ I 1  961 and Blacks [9%] comprising most of chis group. 35% of thc county 
population falls into the low income category. 

The population within one mile each side of 1-15 and the Union Pacific Railroad in Clark 
County is 38% minority, a s i g n i f t d y  higher percentage than the ccunty as a whole. lhosc 
Native Americans who live on mervations within county bordm arc also affcacd since the 
both living areas are immediately adjacent or straddle 1-15 or U.S. 95. This shows that. 
bccause of where they live and who they arc. a much greater percentage of minority and low 
income individuals and Native Americans arc placed at h i g h  risk than would be expected if 
the risk distribution were equitable among the population. 

This bas been addmsed by t h m  federal dccuments that will have significant effects on thc 
EIS process. Thc fmt, a Presidenfiol &recurive O d r  on Federal Anions to Address 
Enviromnfal  Jutice in Minorily Populatwtu and Lowlncome Populniotu. 1994. pointed 
out rhat existing environmental and civil rights s t a m  provide many to a d d m  
environmental hazards in minority and low-income wmmunities. Applicatlon of these 
statutes may be used to prevent such COmmuIljtjes from bciq subject to dispmporfional high 
and adverse environmental effects. Thc Executive W r  provided specific d i d v e s  
regarding federal agcncy responsibilities and strategies. and gave direction for rr~earch. data 
collection and analysis. In addition, the Order crcated an Interagency Working Group on 
Environmental Justice to consist of a number of federal agencies, iacluding DOE. 
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46 

A second documnt. DMronmCmal Jm'ce  SImregy [DOE. 19951. considers DOE'S appmacb 
and plans to comply with federal s t a ~ l t s .  The slmrrgy proposes a partnership of federal. 
state and local govcrnmem and other stakcholdm to plan and implement mitigation and 
remcdiation activities where prevention adverse impacts are unavoidable. 

While we commcnd and support this hportmt program, we have seen very lmle evidence 
that the plan was used during rhe preparation of the Drqft EIS. Fmt. the region of inkrest 
included only those individuals who Live in close proximity to the NTS, thus eliminating 
consideration of the high number of minority and low iawme group mnnbcrs in Clark 
County. Secondly. the Srmegy addmses the use of the best possible dam and the sharing of 
this information with stakcholdm. If this had been done. thc significant affected population 
of Clark Coumy would have been included in thc sludy. 

As in other impact m. we feel that any cnvirommntal justice analysis must addrrss 
cumulative effects. including social amplification and stigma impacts. Social amplification 
and stigma effects are imponant. in part, bccause of the impo- of the tourism and 
gaming industry to Clark Coumy's cconomy. While adverse impacts to tourism and Ihe 
ecowmy have the potential of being dehimenral to all residents of Clark County. mimrity 

could be even more adversely affected if Ihc tourin economy is impacted. 

The third document, the US Dcpmhnrnl of Energv American Indim Po/icy, provides 
guidance to DOE personnel regarding management actions affecting Ammcan Indians. This 
policy pointed out that the DOE recognizes the sovaeignty of Indian tribal governments and 
that the Department will wnsult with tribal governmm to BSSUTC that tribal rights and 
c & m  are considad prior to any action that may affect tribes. Specifically, cneh field 
office or DOE innallation with l l l c ~ s  of cultural or religious Qoncans to American Indians 
"will consult with them about the potential impact of proposed DOE actions on those 
resources and will avoid umeccss8ry.interfere~1~~ with traditional religious practices." 

Expanded us of the NTS has Ihe potential not only to disturb cultural artiface and make 
impacts on long-lived cultures but also to adversely affect the health and safety of ethnic 
minorities. Thcw issues, as defined in Appendix G. American Indh Commenrs . .. must be 
carefully c a n s i d d  by Che DOE. 

and low iKome popllations who rely on the gamins iadustry for service level employment 

IO 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 7 

ARNlE AD- CITY of LAS VEGAS 
I U H H L W  Q c*uDM 

Msol3.1996 

Donald R We, Director 
E n v i m n m e n t a l ~  n Divi6ion 
U. S. -t ofEnergy 
Nevada Operations office 
P. 0. Box 14459 
Laa Vepas. NV 89114 

Dear Mr. me: 

The City of Las Vega8 wiehes to thank the Department ofEnergyfor the 
o p p o r t u n i t g t o a r m m e n t o n t h e d r a f t d t h e E n ~ ~ I m p ~ S t a t e m e n t  
(EIS) for the Nevada Test Site (NTS) and Off-site h t i o ~  in the State of 
Nevada. This is an important issue which &acta local governments directly. 
Your group, in particular Rank manta and Katie Grasmnier, worked on 

understandlocal amcerns. 

The City of LasVegas is the largest incorporated city in Nwadawitha 
population of over 360,000 city residents located w+tbin a metropolitan 
population in excess of l,OOO,OOO when induding the cities 0fNort.b Laa 
Vegas and Hend- and the unincorporated entities located in the valley 
under the jurisdiction of Clark County. The Laa Vegaa metropolitan aren 
represents approximately two thirda of the population of the state and 
p d u m  five  eighth^ of the economic activity of the state. 

-rtathU and M Y  W O & d  6 t h  $overnmente 

SouthernNemdaisuniqueinthatitconteins lage areas ofopen land,most 
controlled by various federal govamment agendes, while at  the same time 
containing a population which is m o r e d m  urban than Loa Angelea. The 
economy of Southern Nevada is driven by toorism with seven of the ten 
largest hotels in the world located in the Laa Vegas valley. Tbe image of Laa 
Vegas draws visitors from all over the world. As the fan reaction to the 
baseball Strihe has shown, image is avery fragile thing. The entities in the 
Laa Vegas valley work very hard at promoting the Las Vegan image. 

400 E. STEWART AVENUE - LAS VEcfAS. NEVmA 89101-2986 
(702) 2 2 Y M I  I (VOICE) - (702) 38&9108 V D )  7Ke nMotab 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 7 (CONTINUED) 

Donald R Elle, 5/3196 2 

The most common access to the Nevada Test Site is from Las Vegas by way of 
United States highway 95. 
radioactive materials destine for NTS will pass through the heart of La6 
Vegas, no more than one quarter mile fiwm "Fabuloua k m o n t  Street". No 
other community in the nation will "see" every shipment, no other community 
is 80 dependent on image to maintain prosperity. 

A release accident is not necessary in order to damage our image. A "fender 
bender" involving a radioactive load has the potential to produce a headline 
reading "Nuclear Aeddent in Iae Vega#, inopportune timing au ld  
produce the loss of millions of dollars to the Las Vegas economy. Multiple 
occurrenc88 could be devastating, our job is to protect the residents of Las 
Vegas fmm threats to their well being. 

The following are items which the City of Las Vegas feels should be detailed 
in the Nevada Test Site Envimnmental Impact Statement. 

That means that every mad shipment of 

1. This should take into account all aspects of the DOE waste system. 
Southern Nevada ie affected by the waste streams generated by the 
entire DOE complex, and transportation system should not ignore 
the effects fmm the potential repomtory or interim storage of high- 
level waste. merything is wnnected to everything else", a change 
in one part of the system effects the whole program. 

2. DOE should establish a 6rm muting policy whirh requires carriers 
of DOE shipments to follow specific mutes. Deviation from these 
mutes should be on an emergency only basis. 

3. Although Hoover Dam is M a US highway, DOE should eliminate 
shipments acmw this h c t a u e .  Fmm a public perception 
perspeetive and from a tourist exposure h e w o r k ,  this muting is 
not wise. Davis Dam or the I40 crossing near Needles California 
are better chaices. 

4. Although outaide the formal notilkation process, DOE should make 
available real-time information on shipments through the Las 
Vegasdey .  

5. Las Vegas makes a formal request for a DOE commitment to 
main- a Radiological Asgistance Team (RAT) or aimilar group at 
NTS for the duration of waste operations at NTS. 

6. DOE should conduct and fund yearly accident scenario exercises 
with local governments in the Las Vegas valley to assure that a 
good working relationship exists between the DOE and local 
emergency response ~rganizat i~~.  
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 7 (CONTINUED) 

The well being of the atizenn of Lae Vegan indudea Mfh, sadety and 
eamomic well being, it is not enough do numerical analpsiadexpopre raten 
and dose to population The varyreal eiT&ofaceidentaonatmmat 
eamomy muat be evaluated. A p h t o  mitigate them effects must be in place 
ifthismatariaIi~tobeahippedthmugbmuthernNevada 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 8 

EurekaCOUnty 
YuccaMountahInf6matm 

p.0. Bm 714 
Rone (702) brrcliaNaada 237-5407 FAX 89516 (7E?) 7.376169 
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Altanatin I ,  to comimtc ament oppations. is designated as the WO Action A l t b ' .  Tbis 
is an inappropriate designation for aaivities which arebeing carried out in the abxaaeof a 
current EIS. In addition, several oftbe activities desaibed undu this alternative do not relate to 
theddensc mission of the NTS, and are activities that belong mthe expmdcd uscdtemativc. 
Receipt of waste from out-of-date generators should not be psrt of a "no nuion* altanatiue. 

Yucca Mountain 

The dmfl RS appears to acJudc the portion of NTS designated for the Yucca Mountain project. 
'Ihe EIS should dearly state why this portion hasbeen exchrded. A h  aU, a compdling argumnt 
for b c d q  a high-kvd waste repository at Yuccahuntah wasits bcmion, in pan. on the Test 

may 8651 m the tinurebehuten NTS operations and Yucca Mountain Opaatiorrs. Also the EIS 
&odd make fuIl use ofthc wealthof iuformariongmaated by the YuccnMountaio project. 

Radionuclide Mace  CwIaminatbn and Sonm Terms 

Moredetailed infDrmatiofi is needed on rediological source tamsand urf4oc an?amin&n 

si. The EIS ~acknow l~ , th rougbad ,  thehnadcpcndcnaand mrmecciomthat crtisl and 

t l r r o u ~ a l l  . % l a l m d i a a t N T S , e - a m  l e v d s d  
rcgulatoly aandards, indudhg tbe off-site loeatioas 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 8 (CONTINUED) 

DOE muJt notifv all Communities of potadid ddpmcnU, end provide eontad names and numbers. 
Public notices should be place in the neMpapcrs of r d  for eacb wmmuniiy at the slart of each 
shipping &gn. DOE nads to emurr that local emc%ency rrsponseagcncies an able to 
identi9 low level waste shipments and provide inrmediate notilicetion for fcdaal and.state 
agencies responsible for responding to or suppOrting the haadling of accidents. 

4 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 8 (CONTINUED) 

Coadmioa 

We klicve that additional work must k donc in a rmmkr ofarras for this WS to be adequate. 
Thank you for wnsidaing our wmmcnts. 

s;nmely, 

Ad* Sandra L. circa 

Project Coordinator 

w: L e o a a r d F i d  
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 9 . .  

LINCOLN COUNTY 
NUCLEAR WASTE PROJECT P.O. BOX BO 

PIOCHE. NV BOO43 
(7021 962d497 
(702) 961-1497 

May2.1996 

Mr. DonaldR Elk . 
EnvirmmMtalRotectlon Division 
US. Department ofEnaey 
P.O. Box 14459 
Las VepaF, Nevada 89114 

RE: Lkmln CountycanmCnrS m die DraR Enviromncntal Impaa Statement for the Nevada 
Test Site and Off-Sire Logtion0 in the Spuc of N m d a  

Dear Dr. Elk 

On bchalf of Linmln Cnunty and the City of Wite. I am p lead  m submit the rollowing 
mmments (0 the Draft Envimunmtal Impact Statement for the Nevada Test S i e  and Ofl-Site 
Logtiom in the Spuc of Nevada. 'Ihe County and City parricipatad extensively during scoping of 
the NTS Sitewide EIS providing both v d u l  and wrim comm~lts tothe soope ofthe daarmcnt. 
Key imes raised during smping by the County and City are l i d  below. 

I .  A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ k t i v e  essesSment Of and Off& radidogical risks associated with 
historical. present and future &vi& at NTS mug be included within the EIS. 

Foreverypmposed or potential activity mnsidcrrd for NIS, an analysisof related dim 
and indim cnvimuncntal, social and eaawnnk ocsl~ and bcncfi0 should be undenakcn 
and contained within the NTS Sitewide EIS. 

The NIS Sitewide EIS should Consick the geographical distribution of hismric, present and 
potential NTS re ld  benefits and risks with p r tb l a r  emphasis upon disequity between 
local a ~ i u  withii Nevada and among safes hosting DOE fadlitis. 

The NIS Sitewide EIS M d  &der implications of past, p m f  and future effeus of 
transponingradiaactivematerialsbothintoandcutofthesitc.. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

I .  

8. 

9. 

IO. 

11. 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 9 (CONTINUED) 

The NTS Simvidc EIS shDuld indude acanprrhcndn idcntifkption and cvaluatioo of 
CrptiaLC for mitigating impacrr doaunened thmgh de sludy pmass. 

PriormpuMishinga final NIS Si& EIS, acccpr;lblc mitigation m a s u m  musf have 
brm &tennii  and should be irrluded as a m p m u ~ ~  of any subsctplent Rcuvd of 
Mh. 

Etfcctivc masums m mom witably disuih p c & i  hrmre eamomk benfts of NIS 
aaivities m mrsl ammunides within Lincoln Gunty and to mitigat ahcr potentialb 
significant impaas. must be idcntifvd and evaluntcd. 

%potential for NIS land d infrasnrcurc m supportpriva~ seaor indusaial activihs 
mustbemnsidcrcd. 

The NIS Sitnvide EIS should include an epidaniobgid bascline for cunmunides 

The pcumial for NTS to sent as a location for prcjso carridout in e with the 
State of Newla and local gcwenmma designed maui\r with mitigawn ofwimibaarc 

bavfiumunbeconddered A !qecificwrample which should becohudcrrd -Id be us 
of Area 23 or A m  6 for managanent of municipal d i d  was~es generaad thrmghout 
Ncvada -led with waaekmwgy and rsydi rsearch and development aaiviths. 

Use of thc 45,ooO a m  Aeroja Rsearch and dcnlopmcnt me in coyote. Springs Valley as a 
possibk bcation for NIS nlated solarmcrgy dunamation projeaS should be umsiducd 
within the EIS. 

surmunding NIS. 

envimnmenal proMaas while pmviding imFmnlant nakd resa=+l and acvelopment 

mammeno which follow gendly  the nant m which the  raft EIS condder~ 
the various issm raised by Lincdn County and the City of Wite. 

'Ihmughvabaland.writtcnmmmenacthe~ofthcNISSitcwideEIS, Lincoln 
Ccsmly and the City of Calicnte provided ample evicknce of UIC potential for cumulative dose 
effects from aposure m radiation resulting from historical. p m t ,  and potential NTS activities. 
Important issues of carrer latency and genetic damage fmn curnularive Qses wem introduced. 
v i a  these oommcnts. the DraA US fails m consider armularivc srpso of dos amibutabk m 
historic source m s .  'Ihe Qarmcnt funhcr fails m mnsida the aunuWve dcs fmn various 
sourn items. The statement on l i  4 of f'agc 2-16 of Volume I .  "thc risk asssancnl 
enam~passs risks conaibuted from pay opraticms ...., is very mislead&. The US does not 
consider armuktive risks m rrapota of rcpcatcd &sa fmn historic. present. and. future 
uposure. In faa. it appears that tmqnnyion F t h  r k a y l o t h u ~  Wth nsksrye 
treated in sepamte appendices, with no conslderaoan of curnuhave dose. NWA grudclmes nqutre 
t h a t ~ E i S c o n d c k c u m u l a t i v e e ~ .  

Lkmh Cmnty and the City of calientt are aonoemtd that the Draft EIS doa not 
yfficicntly address the poa+l f? hi&. on-going, and pIospactive activities at NIS to reslllt 
i both favorable and undeslraMe unpaa upon thc County and City. To a large extent. potential 
ramifications of NIS activities upon the County and City at ignorcd wilhin chc EIS. This 
situation appears m Rsult from thc adoption by W E o f  an assumption that fublre p a m ~ s o f  
rrsidmtial salumnt by NTS wwkerswill mimr the past (wlwein most w o r h  have resided in 
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COUNTY OF'NYE P.O. BOX 153 - TONOPAH. NEVADA OS049 (702) 482.6101 

We remain eonmned that the water resources mluation has been inadaquare. appearing to rely 
on data from 10 to 30 year-old technology, inadequate modcling. and inruffcicnt attention IO the 
hydrology of the rcgion down gradient h NTS -at lcast 50 far as we can tell from the DEIS. . 
Amargosa Valley residents need amnames that thc quality and quantity of their watcr resources 
will be protected for fururc gaerations. 
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Page 2 
M 9  14.1996 
Nevada Test Site Dmfl EIS 

Nye County suppons atl altcmatives but the diseontinuacion of operationslhe County could 
support any of the altemalives except for A l t d v e  2 - discontinued operations. The prcfnred 
nltcmative is the expanded usc altematiVc or Alternative 3. However. to benefit the region. we 
believe that expanded usc rcguirs strategic planning and a more thorough considerstion of 
impact issues and related mitigation mcBsuIcs. 

Thank you for your attention to our CO-h. Please call me at (702) 482-8189 or Phillip 
Nieddelski-Eichna at (703) 818-2434 if you have any questions. 

very hUlY YOUFj 

& Lcs W. Bradshaw W'3&Ac 
county M a M g n  

Enclosure 

cc: Nye County Commissionen 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eicbner. Govmrmcntal Dynamic.% Inc. 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 10 (CONTINUED) 

NEVADA TEST SITE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IhlPAm STATEMENT 

Comments from Nye County, tbe Host Local Government 
May 14,1996 

The main hydrology-related goal of Nye County is to protea the county's watu TCSOUIZ~S. The 
information provided in the document with relation to the water r r s o ~ n r s  and usc arc pnal 
and mostly reflect literatux search and reviews. lhm is some brief mention of numerical 
modeling. but tht specific reference is not provided. The numbas that arc uscd to comparc 
diffaent altCmmivcs also appear to have ban driven from litcrantrc search In o d n  to provide a 
thorough revim of such a document. all supporting documents and analysis nnd to be provided 
by DOE and ample time given for detailed review. Many of the statements made in the 
dofumentappeartokmmassrtionthatennnotbeNbnan~. 
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indicates that IW mitigation meimtres arc required. there are some supportive m-s proposed 
that the County endorses pursuing (Volume 1, Part B. p. 7-3, lk 21 -25). We urge chat the 
second bullet be modified to d o c t  a joint local, statc and federal conference to promote a 
national and international environmental technology development center. 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 10 (CONTINUED) 

County to the success of the NTS in meeting its mission. Io Chapter 4. the document suggests 
that the Nye County contribution to Ihc NlX is relatively small, and that the NTS repmsmts a 
relatively d l  part of the overall County eeonomy. In Chapter 5. the document suggests chat all 
negative impacts of the altematives will be minimal and short-term in duration. In both cases. 
Nye believes that a complete description of the relationship between the County and the NTS 
will provide a more realistic a.wsmcnt of the imporlance of NTS to the Nye County economy. 

Analysis of a complex system such as the grod-water tasins of the Nevada Test Site and 
vicinity requires sophisticated badn analytical tools. The tools avaihble to us today arc ground- 
water flow and solute transport models. We beliew several suCh models exist for the study sitc, 
though they may 001 be properly calibrated. Once calibrated, they should be uscd to evaluate and 
compare the various altrmatives that ate king consided for the DEIS. These models should 
ultimately be used to optimize the selected alternative. The results of such an analysis being 
used in this DEIS are not evident. 

Although the liter;?urr search and results provide valuable insight into the ground-water systems 
at the site, most of the values rrported are based on IO- to 30-year old tachnology and the 
assumptions used for various basin may not be consistent The DEIS estimates that 2.2 million 
acre-ft of grow- is held in storage in Ihc upper 100 fl of the saturated zone in Yucca Flat, 
Frenchman FIG Mercury and Rock Valley, and Fourtymile Canyon (Scott. et al. 1971). 

B. Water Availability 

The DEIS suggests that this water is available for development of water supplies at NTS. For 
some of the alternatives, NTS rcquim a little less tban 2000 acre-fUyr. DEIS also estimates that 
here is 41.400 acre-acre-iUyr i d o w  to NTS by under flow and upland rcchargc. The DEB 
estimates that 42,000 am-ftlyr. is discharged to Ash Meadows and Rock Valley. If these 
number axe Mlcct there is a small deficit in annual mass balance between recharge and 
discharge, with recharge being slightly less. Thus, in the absence of a plan for rcplcnishment, 
any withdrawal will bc mimd. At 2000 acre-fUyr with 600 m-fllyr natural deficit, 130,000 
acre-ft will be mined out of the system. 

The volume of 130,000 m-ft is about six percent of the total volume estimated in the DEIS. As 
it is with any other ground-- basin, the total system does not contribute to the amount of 
water withdrawn. Therefore, them will be isolated ams that will experience substantial draw 
down. Such stresses on the aquifer might well result in mipation of the existing plumes to non- 
impacted ams. Furthermore, withdrawal of good quality ground water will eventually result in 
deterioration of the overall quality of the ground water. 

C. Fnmrc Pnblic Use 

The DElS .dates that thac arc no known public usc of the water at thc NTS @. 4-143; lines 28- 
33). This position does not account for futlm use of property bordaing NTS or future 
development in the Amargosa Valley. Nye County is already expaiaxing the pressure of 
increasad water demand fmm the Las Vegas Valley. NIX and the vicinity will soon become 
precious water mm areas. The DEIS does not address this reality. 
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D.'Contahmcnt Ponds and Sewage Lagoons 

The impact of the contaminated containment ponds and w a g e  lagoons is u n h i m a t d .  
These ponds and lagoons must be lined or drained as soon as possible. The highly permcable 
nature of the material in which these ponds arc conseucted promotes rapid percolation of the 
contaminated water to groundwater system. 

IV.SOCIOECONOMIC ISSUES 

18 

The document suggests the limited contribution ofNye County to the NTS by the fact that only 
seven perrmt of total NTS employees live in Nye County @. 4-69, line 6). The DEIS suggests 
the limited role of NTS in Nye County by the assertion that it accounts for only six percent of 
total employment (by place of residence) in 1994 @. 4-69, line 13). Neither of these statistics 
captures the tlue nature of NTS in Nye County. 

In quantitative terms, o v a  the past 44 years, the NTS has been consistently the largest employer 
in the County. The laation of the NTS in Nye County has provided the nation with a valuable 
resource and ha$ to some extent, limited the County's ability to attract altcmative or tjivcrsified 
industria. For example, the Department of Defense's Special Nevado Reporf estimates that. if 
another economic activity (e.6.. mining or grazing) had developed in the mea currently reserved 
for NTS activities, total County employment could be 3% higher, gross regional product could 
be $180 million higher (in 1990 dollars) and personal income could be $37 million higher. 



MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 10 (CONTINUED) 

21 
Also. the facility has resulted in the need for grdcr levels of public seMccs and facilities. and 
bas to some extmt identified Nyc County as the nation's nuclear testing ground. For example, in 
the past, protests at the NIS have increased the need for public safety and judicial services 
provided by Nyc County agcneicr. Also. protesls and gcncral MWS reporting of NTS activities 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 10 (CONTINUED) 

In addition to the on-site pv is ions  for public health and safety described in the DEIS. the 
document should acknowledge and discuss the responsibilities of local emergency management 
and emergency response personnel for emergency preparedom. first-on-scene, first response and 
incident command in off-site incidents. In addition to the training requirements described above. 

E. kntmlizPtioa o l h b l i c  Fiance and h b l i e  Services 

The DEN describes public fiaances and public services in terms of historical bmds in levels and 
typcs of services, and in the costs of pvid ing  those services. This description and the fiscal 
impacts associated with haurc actions, should note thc current trend toward dsmbnlimtion of 
government. and the d t i n g  increase in obligations on local govcmmcnts. For example, m t  
statutes and cnse law require innrased Supavision of landfill sites by local governments as wll 
as inaeascd standards for local jail facilities. This bcnd could d t  in a significant shift of 
services and expenditure obligations from federal and state government to local govrmments. 
Therefore. the projection of future costs of Id government services should (at a minimum) 
acknowledge the trend toward increasing service costs. 

F. Comalntive Impad Analysis 

23 

In Section 6.4. on page 614. line I ,  it appears that text has beenomined from the first full 
sentence on the page ("Fiscal impacts to local jurisdictions. . . '3. 

G. MItIg~itionMcm~ra 

The DElS should acknowledge thc special relationship that bas existed between the NTS and 
Nye County over the past four defadcs, through p a i d  of expansion as well as paiods of 
contraction. In addition, thc contribution of the County and its communities to the sueccss of 
NTS should be acknowledged by formal commitments of the US. Department of Energy to 
catain limited mitigation'measurcs for altanative scenarios of current and future uses of the 
DOE facilities at NTS. 

In addition to the description in Sation 5.2.1.3 of the effects under Altcmative 2 ofa loss ofjobs 
in the Nyc County economy. the DElS should also discuss the disproportionate impacts of 

and relatively high unemployment in Nye County vis a vis the q i o n  and the state. 
emp~oyment opportunities in an environment ofdeclining avaage salary/wage income 

Section 7.3 of the DUS states that 70 advers impacts arc associated with implementation of 
any alternative for any socioeconomic issue ( m m i c  activity. population. housing. public 
finance. or public service); therefore. no mitigation mcsnmS arc required." (p. 7-3, lines 17-19) 
This appears 9 codic t  with Ihe statement in section 5.2.1.3 chat "The loss of unploymcnt and 
pmod income and the increme in unemployment associated with A l t d v e  2 would result in 
substantial shon-tam adverse effects to the q i o n a l  economy; however. economic and natural 
growth in the region of influence is atpcted to compensate for thcse reductions over time." 
@.5-102. lines 17-20) Thc mitigation sstion should acknowledge this imps*. and describe 
mitigation mawres appro@ to the bnpac~ 

From a broad perspctive. Nyc County belicves thor it is important to maintain the Nevada Test 
Site as a viable facility and, like many other intmstcd parks. prcfm gmam emphasis on the 
expansion of -h and development activities. H o w r .  it is clear that the Nevada Test Site 
is viewed as an idcal candidate for.the disposal of low-level waste and low-levelmixed waste. 
bccausc of its relative isolation arid climate, and dcep groundwater able. 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 10 (CONTINUED) 

Expanded wastc management operations at NTS may provide for the public s a f q  at other sitcs. 
but would present ama risks and burdens to the County, and, therefore, the County should 
receive masonable equity offsets to mitigate the potential impacts. These could include: 

lmpmvements in Id health and education delivery systems 
Establishment of a trust fund to protect future generations 
Assistance for local emergency rrspondm 
PrefermCial hiring of residents for DOE projects 
Directed procurement to host county business 
Training for local workers 
Consolidation of DOE and contractor ofices in the host jurisdiction 
Preferential treatment in siting of other federal projects 
Establishment of energy and nuclear waste R&D facilities in the host jurisdiction 

30 

Drq? NTS DEIS 
Nyr b m t y  Commnb 
W W  
P a s  6 

With respect to hanspor(ation, if mads arc expected to deteriorate. perhaps to rmacceptable levels, 
by 2000, wnstc shipments will engmda additional risls. Regardless of the source of the 
deterioration to the roads, DowNv will need to address thcs issues and contribute to mitigating 
the deteriorating conditions. particularly if the NTS and Yucca Mountain become prime 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 10 (CONTINUED) 

We advouuc continued efforts by DOE and stakeholders to maintain an active fonun for 
discussion and molution of issues as the NTS decision pmcess unfolds. 

B. Limitations On Nts Transportation b o a  Addressed 

The NTS DElS was undertaken in a policy context which rrquirrd many topics potentially 
affecting NTS to be defemd to other agencies and other ongoing assessment pmcmses. For . 
example, the transportation of highlyznriched wcaponrusable fissile materials has been 
addressed in the Defense Rogrsm Transportation Risk Assessment (page 1-8). and is being 
addressed in the Long-Tam Storage and Disposition of Weapons Usable Fissile Materials Draft 
PDEIS @age 1-9). Transportation issues regardiing shipments of spent fuel to Yucca Mountain 
are deferred to the Yucca Mountain DEIS, even though choices regding Yucca Mountain affect 
the options and desirabilities regardii transportation to NTS. Issues regardiing the possible 
transpaation of spent fuel and high-level nuclear W e  across NTS to a centralized storage 
facility at NTS Area 25 arc not considered at all even though thew prospects arc as real as many 
others included in the NTS DEIS alternatives. 

At minimum, the deferral to other agencies and processes makes the NTS DEIS confusing. It is 
not clear, for example whether the analysis of transportation risk under Alternative #3 includes 
potential Stockpile Stewardship responsibilities. shipments involving the Transportation 
Safeguards Division at DOUAL. 

At maximum. despite much good work included in the KTS DEIS, the prepamtion of an DElS as 
a decision-making document may have been premature, since the NTS DElS w n o t  consider the 
full consqucnccs of the allcmatives identified, pa~ticularly Alternative #3. I 

It  is recommended that DOEMV should update the transportation analysis as decisions emerge 
from the Stockpile Stewardship, Fissile Materials, Programmatic Waste Management, and 
HLNW processes, to identity the number. som, muting. mode, and timing of all prospstive 
shipments to NTS. 

C. Concerns Not Addressed l o  Analysis Of Risk Probabilities 

Though the study acknowledges that "risk is not the only m- in the transportation of 
radioactive materials and hazardous waste to the NTS" (page 1-10), it goes to substantial lengths 
to calculate the risks associated with low-level and mixed wastc shipments, and to show that the 
risk probabilities of vehicle-related fatalitics and injuries and incident-& radiation-induced 
fatalities arc low. 

1 7hs banspmlalion malyrir of Altnnrtive #3 (Tabla C-23 Umugh C 4 )  is limited to IDW-ICVCI and low-lcvcl 
mixed waste shipments. 

Dmfl NTS DHS 
N y r  County Commrnb 
5nw 
Page 7 
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While we acknowlcdgc the several conservative assumptions used in the calculations of 
population dose estimates in incident-fm transportation (page C-13, 14), we nevertheless 
question whether thc cstimatcs adquately reflect the pmjccted decline in service levels and the 
projected incrcase in MIC volumes and population (residents, visitors, and workers) in areas 
adjacent to relevant segments of 1-15. US-95. and US-93. 

1. Rhk Pemptlom and Potcotin1 Impacta 

The study docs M: address the "other con-" eithu from an analytic or policy pcrspSive. 
These include risk perceptions and the c o n m  that plongcd lqe-seale shipment campaigns 
could affca growth patterns and property valucs. Even if waste shipment campaigns. in and 
outside Nevada, arc entirely incident-k. this is a major conccm. In combination with incidents 
or accidents it could become a major concern and a political and economic reality. These 
concerns should be addressed, cvcn in the conslrictive DElS format. 

2. Pmjstcd Service Levels, Trafiic Volumes and Adjacent Populations 

38 

D. Rail Access To NTS 

1. Rail Access Required or Desirable io Anotber Context 

The NTS DEE slates that "Ihe only credible alternative to require mil BMS d imly  to NTS is 
one in which NTS would be the sole low-level waste disposal sitc for chc DOE compluc 
(Alternative 3)" (page 2-14, cmphasis added). The implications of this statcmmt arc not made 
clear. It is the conclusion that Alternative 3 would require thc development of rail acccss for 
shipment of low-level wastes, regardless of the requirements assnciatcd with stockpile 
stewardship matnials, weapons usable fissile materials, high-lcvel defcnse waste% and/or spmt 
nuclear fuel? If requircd, is it DOE'S position that rail ac- uQuld be uscd for all shipments 
into Nevada, or only as a supplcmmt or alternative for truck shipments? 

2. Contortions in Considering NTS Rail Arras 

The NTS DElS is very contorted in its efforts to address rail access options wbile avoiding 
policy positions and leaving the initiaIive for decision and implmentalion with another agency 
of DOE, which is dealing with an adjacent site undcr different funding arrsngcments. .While we 
have some understanding and empathy for the mntorlions, they do not lake the placc of k t  
negotiation and commitment among parties in a position to make and hplcment policy 
decisions. . .  

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 10 (CONTINUED) 

3. 'Ibc Comparison of Costs and Riska of Tmek and Rail Moda 

While thc NTS rail access study compares "the (estimated) cosui of shipping by truck, rail. and 
intennodal modes" @age 2-14), the NTS Trrmporlalioa Study poinls to a cun-ent evaluation by 
DOWID of thc corn and risks associdcd with altcmativc modcs of spmt nuclcnr fuel 
transportation, including intennodal and rail options (page 1-6). 
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We believe that the cost and risk basis for dccisions between truck, rail, and intcrmodal 
transportation options (for spent fuel, low-level and other waste shipments in NNada) has not 
b a n  fully considmd or presented on an integrated basis. Such an evaluation should be 
developad as a basis for futurr use decisions at NTS, including NTS Area 25 and Yucca 
Mountain. 

E. The Banien To First Responder Trainiug In R u d  Commnnitia 

During the NTS DEE PIOCCSS, rural communities including Nye County repeatedly c x p d  
the need to provide and maintain first responder and first-on-scenc training for fire, law 
enforcement. and emergency medid responderr emphasizing the barriers for largely-volunteer 
d services in aaxaing chis !mining. and the n d  for innovalivc sotutions ( i l u d i i g  
funding) involving W W ,  DOElYMSCO and rural servia providers. The NTS DEE limits 
its response to a stafcment that "The W E  is working with nwl response forces to schcdulc 
training that voluntcm can anend" (page 2-1 I), but it docs not address the substance of the 
barriers or the adequacy of its own limited responsc to deal with the issue. Thc issuc m a i n s  
and it should be addrcsstd at policy-making levels in D O W ,  DOUYMSCO and aneaed local 
governmcnts. 

VI. DEFENSE PROGRAMS 

The Conventional Wcapons Demilitarimtion pmgram has the potential of ultimately involving 
disposition of 3 million tons of wcapans/cxplmivs. We would be intacsced in a m a  
comprehensive l~sssrmcnt of the County impads of Nch a pgrmn. 

VILFRAMEWORJC FOR NTS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Nye County is pleased to note lhat many of its comments on the pdiminary draft framework 
WCR inmrporarcd in this vmion. but we still want to undmcore OUT suggestion warding ajoint 
planning proass. In addition, thac is some language rcgiuding the community reuse 
organization that has been included since the July prrdecisional draft (OUT last opportunity for 
input) which pows -e m n m .  We also want to take the opportunity to comment on how 
DOE might mgage local govemmmt and the public in the dcvelopmau of the mom 
management plan over the next few y m .  
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On p. 4-8, lincs 29-30. the h m o r k  notes. "To the octmt consistent with its missions, 
. the D O m V  will coopcrate with landvse plam and policies of local governments such 

as Nye County." We support such cooperation but bclieve it must go a step further. As 

plan, a solid WaN management plan and M o v d l  economic developmcnt plan Nye 
County is also in the processofconsidering ngional lard use plansand ordinanca. To best 
achieve OUI rrspeCtive and mutual goals. we reamrmmd that Nye County and WUNV 
conduct n joint comprehensive planning proass. 

In a few different sections (note especially p. 1-3, l i s  6-8; and p. 2-3. lines 24-26), the 
community reuse organization (CRO) is r e f d  to as "the community's single voice, to the 
W E M V  for economic devclopment" while Nye County appreciates the potential role of the 
CRO, we also believe that the CRO, as constituted, cannot serve as a single voice for the 
'*community." Of thc approximately 60 members. only OM represents Nye County government, 
the host jurisdiction of the NTS, while Clark County is well repmmted. "he economic 
development issues and impacts arc vay different for OUT two jurisdictions, as you note in the 
description ofthe region of influence for the DEIS (Volume 1. Part A, p. 4-69, lines 10-14): 
"'Analysis of economic activity impacts in the region of innucncc of Clark and Nye counties is 
accomplished separately for each county." 

The differences in size, economies, and contributions would produce a misleading analysis if 
both were analyzed as one aggregate area. For example, in 1994, the NTS a~countcd for 1 
percent of total Clark County employment, as contrasled with 6 percent of total Nye County 
employment." Further, on p. 4-74. lines 5-7, the report states: "Rural economies, such as Nye 
County, however, often leak large portions of both business and residential purchases to larger 
communities, resulting in economic loss and a set of economic development neab different from 
those in more urban areas." 

we have n o d  before, Nye County has adopted a comprehensive plan. a traMpoltah 'on 

In the framework document. DOE has solicited input regarding what partnerships might be 
formed with different entities and how to best involve the public and local government, among 
o h m .  We offer the following mmmmdations for public involvement: 

0 D O W  should make regular and direct contact with private landowners Within at least a 
SO-de  radius of the Nevada Test Site to inform them of the process and to solicit their 
inpuL Particular attention should be given to the residents of Amargosa Valley, the 
community clowst to the Test Site. 

D O W  could test some public i n f o d o n  and involvanent appmach+s beyond public 
meetings, including the use of spcial NTS tours, newspapn inserts or articls, and h l s .  
The public meetings could benefit from professional facilitators to elicit values. 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 10 (CONTINUED) 

With m p e t  to local and statc government participation in the development of the resource 
management plan, we rculmmend that an intergovernmental working group be established. AI a 
minimum. the group would be composed of representatives from Nye County, Clark County. 
Lincoln County. and the State of Nevada, and would have working meetings with.DOUNV on a 
monthly basis or perhaps more q u l d y  during peak development pcriods. 

Specifically. with rcspea to a partnaship with Nye County, we mnuncnd that DOUNV lake 
the foU0wing approach 

Establish a framework for formal interactions profess behuecn Nye County and DOEMV, 
comparable to the agreanmt behuecn the Yucca Mountain hoju3 and Nye County. This 
process is charaaennd ' by regular intcraction, senior management involvcmenf and 
documentation of discussions. Tkis agnanmt would cover the wide range of DOUNV 
issues, including the developm~lt of the rsource management plan. 

Regularly intaact With Nye County h u g b  the intergovernmental working group, but use 
the formal interactions process to resolve issucs unique to Nye County that arc not 
appropriate for or cannot be rsolved in the working group. 

With mpet to the resource management plan, DOUNV officials should plan to brief the 
Nye County CoMnission at least twice a year, at its regutarly scheduled meetings, on the 
progress and direction of the RMP development 

Nye County vim the NTS as a unique outdoor laboratory. ideally suited to research. 
development, and testing (broadly speaking). Nye County's philosophy regarding resources on 
the NTS is that they be used in a way that supporn the missions articulated in Alternatives I. 3 
and 4 to the greatest extent possible. We place high value on most of the ICSOU~CC issues listed in 
Table 2-1, but the n u m k  OM resource issue is minimizing risk to the health and safw of 
workm and the public. (Note that the defdtion of hcslth-and safay on p. 2-2. linc 7,should bc 

becomes consistent with the national suanity dcmands of NTS missions, Nye County is 
intmsted in uploring the potential commercial value of geological and mineral ICSOUIUS. 

46 I modified by addi i  to the end of the sentence "or the public.") To the degree that it is or 
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Corporation for Solar Technology 
and Renewable Resources 

comments to your staff on various KctDns of the d d  statement volumes. I thought it 
might be useful to prwick a genaral description of how the SEZ i n i i  has matured 
duing the last eighteen months. This infonnatbn should be considered as y w  make 
final adjustments to the EIS documents and move tnvard publishing the record of 
decision. 

April 4, 19M 
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Sournern Nevada. For example. we now have a better vision of the elecbical c a m .  
solar tschnolcgies and preferred sitas that are likely to be bnrolved in the initial projects. 
Some of these advancing issues cadd inRwncerepr%iantatms that you make in the 
drafl EIS particularty reganling armage requirements and water usage and theii immd 
upon local plants and animals. 
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COMPANY 1 (CONTINUED) 

be used exdushely to support the devekpmant of CSTRR and its mission. me grant 
funds are not intended to be used to suppoct the actual costs of corstn~&on. 

The S U  initiathre has been undertaken In an effort to emourage and pornate 
private investment in solar energy. Consequently, 6'~iIicant industry and public interest 
has been e m  in the developnent of solar power within the zone. It is important 
to note that the Task Forw apdtically determined that the Nevada Test Site represents 
a significant solar resource with the patentlal to develap more than 100 MW of solar 
powered energy generation. 

The mission of CSTRR is to promote the developnent of this renewable resource for 
commerciaihtion . CSTRR is to coordinate and faaiie the assistance of a v a w  of 
federal, state and local supports to estabhh a self-sustaining solar resource within the 
SEZ In an effort to mow this process forward. CSTRR issued a RFP in mid-1995 to 
identify potential developers willing to consbud solar power projects within the zone. 
The Corporation hoped to draw developers with sound technologas. financial strength 
and projects with the strong& potential for commercial succass. As a resun of the 
process. 14 pmposals wem submitted. After a comprahemive Rnriew and evaluation of 
these projeds by a saleded panel of experts, the proposals WEN nanwwed dorm to 
four. The four project8 which were saleded for initial development represent a variety of 
technologies and preferred sites within the zone, including both on and off-site Iccations. 
CCDedively. meSe four pojects represent almost 300 MW of electrical generation. 
Additionally. each projed indudes a manufacturing component that provides a 
tremendous opportunity for economic devabpnent for the State of Nevada. 

The four prc+ects selected by the CSTRR Board of Directors are summarired in the 
enclosed proied summary. Two of the four pmpwais indicated a preference to develop 
their projed at the Nevada Test Site. Regardless of their prefaned site. it is antiaraated 
that each projed will salad a Bite that best meets their technical requirements while 
minimizing envimnmental impads. For example, it is not fikely mat solar technologies 
requiring significant wet d i n g  will be situated at the Test Site or other locations where 
water supply is a pobkrn. While it may be too early to determine specific impads. il is 
anticipated that there will be sarie environmental disruption fmn the construchon ' ofthe 
power wnerating fadlilies in spite of test efforts. 

It b anticipated that ths actual wnstnntion costs will bi, paid by pmjeU participants. 
Project developers will be eligible to apply for tax exempt bond financing Uuough . 
CSTRR as a result of its corporate n o n ~ I i l  SWUS. It is therefore anticipa!ed that the 
cost of any erwimental rnm would also be the responsibilii ofthe pm- 
developer. 

Given the significant historical investment that the DOE has made in renewabk 
energy. particularly solar energy swms. them certainly exists the possibili of future 
WE involvement in a SEUCSmR proied . Cumntly there am no specaK plans or 
proposed pmjects which anticipate DOE why participation at this time. 

AI present. CSTRR technical staff has SCheQlled meetings with the four project 
developers to further negotiate various details of each pmposal. This promas should be 
completed in June of 1996. Atso, 6+ofts are continuing to establish markets for the 

' 
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NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE, INCORPORATED 

Thcrc is dso puhlic demand for dahilizntum nnd clcnnupnf conlaminstion ut NlS 
that could ptentiolly risk puhlic heeltb rind wfcty and thc cnvimnmcnt. Citizens in Nwndn 
and adjoining stnus nre edamani n h w t  tbc need for cxtensivc, clTcctiw dcanup. 11 is thc 
opinion or this mrnmenm that all pssiblc altcmntivn must includc this action. whc(hcr in 
conjunction wilh otheracliviticr nr ml. 

Ahmb Plua 
4550 W. Ow Elvd. 

Sune 111 
La Nv 89101 

702-248-1127 

RoIF227-9B(n 
FAX 7oz-z4eiim 

April 4.1996 
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11 is well rmduslond and drzu~ncntcd Chol pnsl activities at thc Tesl Site haw 
resulted in smious damage and continuing risk to neighboring popuhtim. ’I’hc mcdir has 
rqmned fmm public medings w h  mahy spealiun dcmandal shutdown and ckanup of 
che site. l’his should, in hct. k lialcd as n *no action” altcmativc. DOE wm quoral in 
thow qmm ~ l i  saying Umt wch an mion would nnt br E&@. The tam -110 action” as 
apptied to the optton in the document is a mimomrr. 

This dnn. with no p c f d  altnnaiivc, oplions t h t  arc toIally unacreplablc to 
WE Rsclf. and a g g d  a d m s  lhal DOE has nn authority to cany ~ l l  is llawcd (0 thc 
enem that it cam be rtT&cly rwinved. If t h a t  is n si- h i r e  for puhlic 
participation and insighthifir1 &ew. a new draft should hr i d .  

Thc EIS process is one of the few oplm(unilies for the public lo partlipale in h e  
formulation of policy decisions that a f f a  current and futm popuhiom . W k n  thc 6sR 
doumvnt is flawed, c i b  involvement is imffcctual. Thc mull is frustration and 
dcchktg m Cunha fomAcd distrust lo& lhc fedem1 ngcncr and its decision - Specidly 
in maters wkre plhlic heallh and salcty are. or should he the b i w  psinrity 

Suhmillcd by. 
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COMPANY 3 

Is there evidence that the strike-slip faults mentioned on line 
2, page 4-103 are related to tear faults during the nesozoic 
compression event? 
relationship? Has there been a detailed sequence stratigraphic 
analysis been made to compare and contrast the stratigraphy on 
both sides of the faults? If not, why not? If so, where is the 
detailed data available .for independent review? 

What evidence is there suggesting there is no 

Where- is there a 

Silva Canyon Ramb 
Hiko.NVSW17 
(702) 7253500 

CEDAR STRAT 

. 3 

4 

April 16, 1996 

impartial, independent review of the geology there? If it is 
truly the best known large area then there should be reports on 
sequence stratigraphy, balanced structural cross sections, and 
other sbte-of-the-art papers available. Since I saw no 
reference to modern stratigraphic and structural analysis, I 
suspect they are not available and/or not completed for the 
Nevada Test Site. 
lines 16 and 17 as: %he h'TS is probably the geologically least 
known large area within the Vnited States. 

On page 4-100, lines 21 and 22 there is a reference to a 
generalized stratigraphic column for the area in the vicinity of 
the NTS. Is there a detailed stratigraphic column available? who 
did it? Have the stratigraphic sequences been defined and how do 
they correlate to other sections in the region? what sequences 
in the stratigraphic column are part of the regional, Paleozoic 
carbonate aquifer? 

If that is true, then you will need to rewrite 

I saw no'references to regional karst 

1 

21 

15 

Dr. Donald R. Ella 
EPA Division, W E  Nevada Operations 
P.O. BOX 14459 
US vegas, NV 89114 

Dear Dr. Ella, 

Pollowing are my comments and questions concerning the Draft 
Nevada Test Site Environmental Impact Statement. 

tests? 
the perched water tables are all that are being tested for 
regional groundwater contamination while the deep carbonate 

Hov can there be a remedy to groundwater contamination if 

5 
reservoirs or ore host rocks? If not, will it be done for the 
final EIS? How can accurate statements be made about 
groundwater, hydrocarbon and ore deposits be made if this basic 
work is not complete? If it is complete, where is it available 

61 for independent review? Who did the work? Does the worker(=) 

CHAMBERUIN EXPWIU~ON DEVEWPMENT AND R E S ~ ~ ~ C H  STRATm.umc CORPORATION 

? 7  
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COMPANY 3 (CONTINUED) 

have experience with carbonate sequence stratigraphy in Nevada? 
Have at least a doctorate degree on sequence stratigraphy? 
Scored at least 90% on the GRE Exams? 
experience in oil and gas experience? 
gamma-ray logs with their stratigraphic sections? 

On page 4-100, lines 28 and 29 there is no explanation of hov 
compressional deformation rearranged the positions of the 
Paleozoic rocks and what the implications of the rearrangement 
has on groundwater and possible extractive minerals including oil 
and gas. 

No reference was made to how the Uississippian foreland basin 
sediments vary between structural plates on.line 29, page 4-100. 
Is there detailed measured sections available with tight 
biostratigraphic control for the Mississippian sediments. Where 
are these sections available for review? 

Have at least 10 years 
Did they generate surface 



COMPANY 3 (CONTINUED) 

the data. 
R o m  what sequences were the samples taken? 
where used to conclude the lov potential for hydrocarbon 
resources for the region? Who made the conclusions? Was the 
person a certified petrolem geologist? were all tests in the 
NTS logged by independent certified petroleum geologists? 
experience did personnel have vho logged tests? 
hydrocarbon potential of the region be determined if there has 
been no evaluation by independent, experienced, oil exploration 

I will provide additional questions and cormpents before Hay if I 
have more time. 

Rom which structural plate were the samples taken? 
What parameters 

What 
Hov can the 

231 personnel? Will an evaluation be made before the final EIS? 

Sincerely, 

Alan K. Chambarlain 
President 

COMPANY 4 

KISTLER 
AE ROS PAC E COR PO R A T I O N  
3834 T Strut  N W Worhmptom, D.C. ZOO07 202 337 PA63 For 202 337-3659 
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COMPANY 4 (CONTINUED) 

Comments 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
on 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Nevada Test Site 

Kistlcr Aerospace Corporation of Kirkld, Warhinglcm (“Kinla Aaospacc”X 
files thcsc comments on the DraR Enwomnemal Irnpaa statrmmt (DEIS) issued by the 
NNadaOpaation,OaceoftheU.S.DcpartmcntofEaagy(NV/DOE)inlarmary 1596. 

Kistler Aaospacc supports Altanafive 3 sd forth in the DEIS. Kistlcr Aaospacc 
respatfully u r p  NV/DOE to Rfacnce the test@ d opaablon of a l l l y  reusable 
aerospace vehicle by Kids kospacc  at the NNada Tat Site unda Alt& 3, the 
uwironnnntal e&cto  of which BR considered in the DEIS. 

Section I. Shtuncllt OrIntcmt 

Kistla Aerospace has e n t d  into discussions with the NTS Development 
Corporation of Las Vegaq NNada C’NTS D c v d o p d )  toward use of the Nevada Test 
Site for purposes of fabrcation, test& p u n d  wppon and flim operations of a l l l y  
reusable aerospace vehicle. NTS Dnnlopment bru been designated by the Department of 
E- BS a community Ram Or@don for the Nevada Test Site. 

Kistler Aaospacc is participating in a projca t a m  chaired by NV/DOE. Mrmbas 
of the project team inch& NTS Devdopmaq thc F e d d  Aviation Adminimation snd 
thc US. Air Forct. Kinla Aerospace will worlr do.?dy wilh local. slate and f e d d  
ofliaals to d d o p  the Bbada opanlions center. 

The NTS site win allow Kistla Aaospacc to ddiva satellites to all projected 
ohits for the telecommunications and other low earth orbit satdlite constellations now in 
ddopment. The Nevada siw. will pennit Kiuler to save its commacial satdlite 
astomas wnvmiently fmm a U.S. location offering wmprdumivc logistical support. 
Kistla Aerospace projects tbat opaations !?om the NNada site will in- to roughly 
two flights per m o d  in 201-2, and could a d  four Ilie pa month by 2004-5. 

Kistla Awspaa and NTS Development also dl explore with Kistler’s 
contradon the p r o w  for locating vehide fabrication fadlitie~ at the Ncvada Test Site. 



COMPANY 4 (CONTINUED) 

KisUa Aerospace intmds to opeate as* ddivery savice using a  flee^ ofthree 
K-1 m s p a c e  vehicles Consiptent aab tbe principles utcd by anmnercial air carrim 
~ a n d a i r f i + g h t d ~ ~ c e z ~ c u l a t l y .  

The K-1 will be a two-stagc v&de, Comprised o f t k  Launch Assist Platform 
(LAP) and the orbital Vchidc (Ow. Each sfarc will befilh msable and u8es Wen- 
charactaized technologies. Wre modan aired, the K-1 will be organid m u d  
modular, line-replaccable Urrits (LRUs) firr each vrhide ~ynan to inaeaW reliability and 
facilitate mahcnance 

K-1 systems and components beea vleacd to take advantage of teehnologks 
that have already proven themsehrcs in aemqacc applications. In most cases, the 
hardware that makes use of tbsc tedmologies has a doclmmdcd Bight history, and, in 
many cases, is available off-the-sbdt 

2.2. 

Kistla Aerospaceplamto conrtlud itsassernblyandroutinemaiuteztamefacility 
at the I d  site. The assembly building will be asimple hanger with mom for work on 

vehicle and ita payload, prc-tli&t check, and routine maimmance at this fac*ty. The 
assembly fadliry will provide isolated dean rooms for tacb of four payloads for check-out 
prior to launch. 

Croood handling, fscilitia md support 

wo ve6iCles and bade amenitia. WCX AaDspace will perf~na asSemaly of the K-I 

The K-1 will usc a mobile sImngbad5 or hmcher, for three opcdonal functions. 
The launcha first will save as thc assembly plattbm! for theK-I vehicle and its payload. 
The launcher ssondiywill convey the K-l vehicle from thc Bsgcmbly facility to the launcb 
pad, and then ereq fud and lauoch the K-I, in approamatdy h hours. This mobile 
device is similar in c o w  to the transporrcn in useat Russian and Kazakh opCrational 
launch sites. 

2 
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. 
madslcadingtothepa4andadrywcllforcxhanst. ’Ihacfaditiesarceqcctedto. 
require less laad area and invohrcless cwsrmch ‘on than construction of an airport. . 

Kistla intcld?lto consmu* a basic flight hcility, induding rnodcst buildings, a pad, 

After erection at the pad, the K-l WiIl be loaded witb p&ebta k d  pmrurams 

supplied 6om the sdf-comained power supply on the lauacha. The fuding will take 
appmimntdy four bun. 

by commdaltMktru&fscdingthrougbthe lamKbec Battery CharBing volmgc will be 

Kistla Awspace selected Russian RD-120 UhrlLaowac engines because they 
o f f 4  the highcst performance and reliability of any of the available engines. The RD- 
120 has been fired 4W times, aoxmuhng ’ 118,ooO m n d s  of operation time - a 
substantial amount for a rocket engine. S i  its inccptiq 151 RD-120 engines have 
been built. 

The RD-I20 engines use RP-I, a more & form of k m ~ .  . The low 
volatility of RPrl as compand to liquid hydrogen makes for safe and easy &cling 
operations sin= spilled or leaked &el will not spbntaneously ignite. Safe fueling 
procedures for RP-I are wd-established &I 30 y l ~ s  of usc in Tiran and Delta 
errpendable vehicle h c h c s .  

2.3. n i t  operations 

After laun& the first stage, or LAP. will boost the orbital vehicle to 
approximately 40 Irm (130,000 e), an altitude and a velocity sufficiau for the OV to fly 
into orbit. The LAP then will separate, rotate and re-ignite its cnginc for automatic renun 
to the launch site.. Separation dong any p h m d  azirrmth of flight will o m  within the 
restricted airspace surmunding the Nevada Test Site. 

Upon separation bom the LAP, thc OV win ignite its cngines and litl into its di. 
The K-l will be at least 270,000 feet in altitude along any planmd azimuth of fight at the 
point in tli&t whm the K-1 will cross out of thc FAA rcsvicted airspace sumwndm ’ gthe 
NTS. 

The OV will deliver its payload aRer achieving orbit, and then Win rcmain in orbit 
until the propq time to fire its single main engiae for rpentry. The standard 480 
kilomaer drcukr orbit will permit recnhy within 12 twchrc hours of h c h .  The OV 
then will re-enter the earth‘s atmosphere+ and will rebllll to its laumb site in an 
autonomous precision landing rnauemw. 

Upon m b y ,  the K-1 orbital’vehicle will be at l&~140,000 feet m altitude when 
it mtm the remiad airrpace munding  the Nrs. This rrlativefy steep w c  re- 
entry path will enhance the targeting of the K-l.raclmy. 

3 
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The K-1's avionics system is being designul with built in hcalth monitoring 
capability. This allows the replacement of any unstabk component More it fails. In bo 
doing, it enables betta maintenance and refurbishment programq k e b y  imreadng 
rcliabiity. 

In the evmt ofanm-fi& engine cmcfgenq duringbood phase, theK-1 can 
continue flying to a predesignated diversion site for a safc landing with its rrmaining 
engines. Mer staging, a fid dump system enables the OV to jettison its fid load and 
reach a predesignated diversion landing site. 

The K-1 will have completdy reQndant avioma 50 that the vehicle can tolcrate 
the failure of any part of its navigation and guidance systam and continue the &ght. Like 
an aircraft the K-1 will uvry equipment for monitoring position and dccity compatible 
with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirmwU, for M. 

K-1 avionics consist of p rom technology with welldocumaned tli& historia. 
The inatial measurema unit has a doammtcd Mean Time Betmen Faihrrc (MTBF) of 
five yean of constant opt ion .  The flight control computer has a d m d  h4TBF of 
four years in continuous operation. 

The final landing sequence for both the LAP and OV will use parachutes and 
airbags. The K-1's parachute and airbag landing system takes advwtagc of extensive 
military development. This heritage insures that the K-1's landing systems will perform as 
designed, and dc ly  land the LAP and OV in nominal and divaion site hh-hgs. 

The K-1's landing system main intact and opaable throughout its flight 
sequences. A barometric sensor deploys the parachutes and airbag, insuring a controlled. 
intact landing at a predesignated diversion site m tbe event of M anagency landing 
Both the LAP and OV can be recovered, saviced, and &er detaniaation of the cause of 
any failure, re-inserted into the fleet. 

The opefalion of any vehicle in navigable ainpace is subject to licensing. 
cutification, safety restrictions, and opwtiug &ctiom imposed by the F e d d  Aviation 
Administration of the U.S. Department of Transportation (FAA). Kisller Aerospace will 
comply with all applicable FAA requirements in its t d n g  and flight operalions. 

2.4. Recovery and tnrmround 

When the LAP and OV land on their akbags, mwy vehides wiU be dispatched 
to retrieve each vehicle from the landing zone. 7 % ~  recovery vehicle will use a hoist to liR 
the LAP and the OV onto the flat-bed ~ccovey  vehicle for transport back to the hangar. 
Once in the assembly facility, the LAP and OV will be transfad to the launch system, 
which will re-enter the hangar to begin a nnv  mi+tcnance cyde. If the opaatinS systems 
of the LAP and the OV prove nominal, the frrst and second stages will be mated, cheeked. 
out, integrated with payload, and ready for Bight in 3 days. 
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Ifthe LAP or OV me not ready for flight, the modular construmon ofthe K-1 will 
permit repairs at the assembly haorpn by rcplacQnem of the inoperaMc system. Kistla 
Aerospace will maintain spare replamnans for all systems. Maintenance will be 
pcrformcd on system d e s  at the assembly M t y .  Rathcr. matfimcticnling systrm 
modules will be mmvcd from the K-l;rcpkccd by spans. and reiumed to the relevant 
conbaCtOr for &&idman or@ 'IbeK-1 will usc proven technology and minimum 
mmmkrofsyarmmodulcsm asancrdhbihy. 

2.5. TratFlighb 

Wa Aaoqxue plans to conduu six or more test flights from its opaations 

the conlke ofthc Nevada Test Site sad the airspacC ova it. The nal three test Ai@$ 
arc p h e d  tok orbital Oigh!s, withor witbout payloads, as dcsrnbcd above. 

centa. 'Ibeth h test Bights Of the Kinla K-1 dl be suborbital and Wholly within 

2.6. Mannfactmrr or Airframe 

Wu Aerospace will comrso the mufacarn of the airname for the K-1 
vehicle. Tht air&amc will condn of composite mataial. The dimensions of the a i h e  
may remict uansport of the ai&imc to the flight opoations mer. As a consequence, 
Wa imcnds to invite tbe airfmmc mamrfsctura to locate a composite material 
fabrication f d h y  at or oear the sitc of operations. 

If W a ' s  Sirname conbactor has M interest, Wer Aerospace will work with 
tbc mmdactwu and NTS Dcvdopma toward locating fabrication fadltia at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

Section 3. The DEE Encompasra f i t t e r  Aerospace's Contemplated Activities 
at the N ~ a b  Tat Site 

The DEIS issued by NVDOE meompa~ses the environmental effeas of Kistler 
A U O F ' S  W~rnplatced at the Nnada Test site. 

3.1. 

Kids Aerospace cornemplates the following activities at the Nevada Test Site: 

Kistler Aacspace's Contemplated Activitia at the Nevada Tcat Site 

coastruaion of assembly building mamrfaduring faeilitv. fliglll OpQatiOns pad and 
support buildings. and assodated inframucrurc on NTS land. 

Mamdahm @ossibly) of composite eirhme on NTS land 

Ground suppoi. indudingtraospon. bding, taka04 landing and recovery on NTS 
land. 

5 
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Flight operations inNTS airspace. 

33. Ibc Environmental Etlccts of tbae Activitia Are Addrrsscd in tbe 
DEIS 

The &mental c&as of Kistler Amspace’s contanplated auivities arc 
addressed and evaluated in the DEIS. In evaluating these NV/DOE should 
foeus on the. environmental consc~ucnees of activities, not on the activities themselves. 
See yillqgc ofGmnd View v. firmer, 947 F.2d 651, 657 (2d Cu. 1 9 9 l m e t h e r  the 
change will afFd the ... environment in a signi6cmi manner or to a signi6cmt degree not 
already considered in previous studies”). 

h s p a C e ’ S  COntCmPlated fall Wkhh the &S%S and lrinds O f  
environmental effeas considered in the DEIS, and thus are addrrJsed in the DEIS 

Contemplated M e r  Activity DEB Coverage 

I .  Manufactwing (possible adivity) As part of Ahemative I (No Action) and 
Altanative 3 (Expanred Use). land usc 
zoning at the NTS envisions indumial use, 
including manufachlnng . Alternative 3 
contemplates pursuit of new private 
initiatives a! the NTS. NV/DOE 
specifically contemplated a “large, heavy 
industrial facility“ under Altenative 3 (at 
A 1.3.5). 

2. Construction 

3. Flightoperations 

4. Groundsupport 

Constmaion and maintenance of fadlites 
and inhsbuctm are contemplated as pmi 
of Ntemative 1 and Ah& 3. 

Right opemiom of various aircraft and 

Altunative 1 and Altcrnatlv ‘ e  3. The 

aerospace vehick is cornparable in 

Alt& 1 and Alternative 3 contanplate 
spill testing and atha testing of hazardous 

misdes are contanplated as part of 

L o x / k a o ~ n ~  M 10 bt used by the K-1 

enviromaentsl impliEations to Other fuels. 

. mataials 

Altanative 1 and Alternative 3 contanplate 

weapons, and testing of aplosrve dmces. 
land% by ground. ‘“pe by 
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This condusion is shared by the de sa^ Resear& htimte, which compand Kistler 
Amspace’s contanplated a*ivaiea with thc DEIS. Tbe Desat Research Imtitute 
evaluated the environmental consequences of Kistlu’s contemplated activities elemmt by 
dement. For each dement, thc Desut R d  InstiMc canduded that the DHS 

Research hstitutenport kattackdas AppeadixA 
evaluated the cawhmmd impticaim of Kistler’s contanplated m e s .  The Desat 

3.3. M e r  Amspace’s Contemplated A c t i v i  Should be Covered io tbe 
SitcWide EIS 

Kistla Aaospace’s contemplated activities should k addrtsscd in the sitewide 
mvironmental impact statement in pnparation. Ihc DEIS attempts to a d h  
comprrhaurivdy fuhue ahanatives and uses of the Nevada Test Site. Kistla Aerospace's 
proposed use of the NTS for aerospace opuatiom is under active discussion and 
consideration by.NV/DOE and by NTS Devekpmmt. the deigmted Community Rase 
organization for the Nevada Test Site. Such Sctivity is interconnected with the 
cornpmhmive use of the Nevada Tcst S i  and should k d d u e d  in that context. 40 
C.F.R. 1502.4, 1508.25(a)(1); yihgz o f G d  View v. Shfmw, 947 F.2d 651, 657 (Zd 
C i .  1991)(”‘colmec(ed’ adom are properly the subject of a single EIS.”); Shoshone 
Paiute Tnie v. United States, 889 F. Supp. 1297.1308-10 @.Idaho 1994Xplscamnt of 
Composite Ww and Idaho.Traiaing Range comacded and improperly consided under 
separate EIS proccssa). 

Moreover. as demonstrated above, W u  Aerospace’s cornemplated acti*es arc 
addressed in the DEIS. By w o n ,  the sign%- of envimmnental e&ets rmst be 
considered in the context of adsting emimmierdal documaua and Prwristing 
cimmtanm at tht site. 40 C.F.R 1508.27, &e l%bg~? o f G d  Yinv v. Shfmw, 947 
F.2d651,657(2dCu. 1991). InthecontadofthecdningusaoftheNevadaT~ Site, 
add the altenatives contemplated in the DEIS, Kistler h s p a c e ’ s  comemplsted activities 
are insignifiiscant 63 a matter of law. 

Section 4. The Draft EIS Should Be Modified’ to Explieitfy Reference Kirtler 
Auosp.ce’s,Contcmplatal Activitia 

The 6nal cnvironmaaal impact statmait for the Nevada Test Site should 
explicitly reference Kistlu Aerospace’s contanplatcd adivities under Alternative 3 
@xpanded UEa). 

NV/DOE cites as ilh~stratiom catain aaivities under Altanative 3, indudiq a 
spill test facility and a solar energy power &on fkdity. Kistler hspm urges 
NV/DOE to add the following refamce to the List of oramples: 

- ~ ~ ~ t i n g  and opaating a ~UY &le aerospace vddc~e, and 
support and man- facilities to support teoting and opeamom. 

ground 
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A modification of the draA EIS to or d o c  altaustiws is not only propa. 
but also firndammtal to the p- mandated by the National Enviromnaal Proaduns 
Act (NEPA). F e d d  agencies are directed by replation to repond to wmmcnts filed 
during the wmmmt paiod. Pcrmiuible rcspoascs to commmts on a draA EIS include 
modification of alternatives; d d o p m m t  of new altanatiVa; supplcmdon, 
improvement, or modification ofthe agmcy’s anal- and Mual corrdolu. 40 C.F.R 
IS03.4(a). LAe H r f m r  Open Space AIlirmce v. m e ,  871 F.2d 943, 947 (10th Ci. 
1989). 

Seaion 5. Conclusion 

For the foregoing rcasory W a  Aerospace Corporalion wrupports Alternative 3 
of those p o d  m the Draf? Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site. 
Kistler Aerospace rcspecthrlly urges the Nevada Opaations Wce of the Dcparment of 
Energy to reference specificaUy the wntrmplated aniVities of testing and operation of a 
fully rmsable aaospace vehicle on and in the airspace over the Nevada Test Sic, the 
mviromnental &cas of which fall within those addressed already m the draft EIS. 

May 2,1996 
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Water RBSOU~C~S Center 
E a v i ~ ~ ~ m t a l  Implicstiom of Ktrtkr Acrospsm Corporation 

Nevada Nght Operstiolls 

R o g ~ r  I Jaeobsoa 
Rgenrcb Prolessor 

Wer R r s m m s  Ccattr 
Dgcrt Rgearcb Imlitute 

b 

The pjenaseumnfly coutigond is mdcvelop a site in Area 26011 the NevadarrSr Site 
( H I S ) t o m s n u f a c m r c a n d f l y ~ ~ a o s p a c c v c h i d c r i n t o c W h o l  
manuf&gcanpkxwith an asjociaccd talre-offarra The vehicl awill bc built on site pdng 
light mmbk composite materials. The manufactwin# @on will met all applicabk 
OSHA, EPA, DOE and other agemy ~ g u l a b u  The vehicles will bc fueled by kcroscne and 
liquid oxygen, which will m bc stored on site. bu h g h t i n  when needed 'Ibe vchick will 
ny b a c k m t h c ~ a n d b c ~  

Stamncnt (T3.S) fm the NTS and sunrunding amas. and thc pmposcdcnvironmwlal impacts 
of NTS operations by Kisfler A m p a a  Corpmatim. The draft ElS is not co- tocover 

e l u n c n t c i n a n y m a ~ p j c c t o r ~ ~ . T h i r d a u m n t ~ & r t h c a v i r o n m n r a l i m p a c a  
ofthe Nevada Flight operatcnspmposcd by Kistla Aaospaa. 

"Ihc purpow of this cvaluation is to compm Ihe CUMtt draft Environmental Impaft 

all film opaations but Rtha to invcrtigate the impacts of various activities that could bc 

The fua majoraaivity mat may impact the cnvironmcntwill bc the consauction oftbe . 
fscilitiesinArea26ontheNTS. Thisactiviry~lbcsimilartonumcrousabcractiviticfeither 
completed mplannai. on the NTS. 'Ibe land M be auvcycdfmdtwal msowus, which will 
pountiallyincludetinvesti~ons: 1)ahdcminingat'cn. 2)sm~nrrcs6~mpasA~nnic 
Energy C 'on' (AE€) a c t i v i t i ~  ad 3) arc@!ology. M s  type of mutine activity is 
d i s c d i n  thc M E I S  in Volume 1. Pan A. Section 4.1.10. 

' 

Thc biobgical rcsmccs an invcstigxcd in a similar and mutine mannatothe Cultural 
R e m  lhis survey is also conducted on a routine ksis before m y  land disturbing activity. 
This is discussed in Volume 1. Pan A, scftion 4.1.6 of thc draft EIS. 

Mataidsand supplies will n a d  tote m'sponcd to the site duting the wnsrmction phasc 
ad during opemion. This is a v a y a m u m n  NTS activity and i s d i d  in Volum~ 1. Pan 

EIS. h m v ~  section 4.1.23 OOYQS the wnspa of explosives, fuels. wmprtsyd gas aha 
poolcum pduas, and numpous typs of wzstc and debris. 

. 
A. Seetion 4.123. The transpon of normal ~ ~ O I I  ma& is not diseusscd in the draft . 

1 

COMPANY 4 (CONTINUED) 

2 



' .. 
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1 

'l'hurm&y, May UZ, 1996 

Dew MI. a le ,  

The fo\bwing nre lhe Rum1 Alllnnec for Military Acmnhbi l i ly  comments on the 
Depmnal of h c & r  (lxII1) h r f t  Envimnmenlnl Impnd Rntnrrnt fnr t h  N r v d a  Trst 
Site. 

Our m m o n l s  will l m s  on Iltr cumulative hnpsctr swdald with Depjflmeni of 
~ ~ f m r c  and WE activities and proposed trpaniinns in cho State of Nexada For examplv 
discurAnt found on n p  6-3 (n &ln rln nn( mrn rllrarly m m h k  prnpnurl e r p n h a  nt 
Nnvsl Air  Slollon P d L n  and Nollic Air Fo:om'b.e. This adion ir inudl idml  fnr 
rrwnplc thr DEI6 slulc% Uiut "The aolc co~lccni.b.Ur pppowJ ..itldrawd of land ...' 
' Iha  t indinp Ignore lhr long standing crmccrns of thc Sralc of Nevada, Ihe.W.mern 
ShmhoneNaUon and rural imparts awciatcd with low-lcvrl and supersonic militmy 
aircrnft nrtivitim vhirh am arlvcrwly impnoting mml Nwda m i d d s  

Pru.rnlly, Lww 46CN of llic 8Uca ovex Nevada ~IR dcsignsted (I) Sptdsl Uu Alnpacc 6 U A )  
for urn by the Deparlment of Dderisr wlth calmntcs 0170% with Indualon of MIlUay 
Training Routes ChClaS). Dospite the Pon~~aon'a corrcnt mnlrol d Ncinda's s i  
Nnvol Air Station Pallon is rurrmlly attempling a mnssivc'ainpacr cxpnsion 
approvd, wrmld double their present ' 

(15% of Ilx state lntnl) $0 21,000 -3- ~tcndin6 cn*ward io the While Pine 
Mountnins, nmlh lo  the Ruby Mounthhls and south Inlo Nyc <41unly. 

The ma6sive proposal w w l d  C O V ~  the DuAcwaIer Indfsn Reservation, Ihe 19th ccnluy 
mining bdom lowa of E.ureka, with Its mll&lnn of nslionnlly historic buildings. the Bk 
!:malty Valley. Round Mountoin and portions of P c  Monitor and Toquim.~ ran6cz and 
TolyrBC Mountalns. The C u m n l  Muuiitniii, Arc.Du#lla, A lb  Ttquiuur anrl Tdblr 
Mounloin W i l d e m s  Arcan would bc located beneath the pmpostd Sptclal Use Ahpace, 
An rdditiond 4 million acres of Nrvndo would be impadcd bv inilibry owdlkhts. 

AS dexribcd in the fipncial Nevnda Repulr tho three new Military O)rm&lian An.r &As) 

if 
nec UIC In Nevada from 10.ZM cqunn m i l s  

)Bru,su.rJ U l u ;  

WA- amrwumu *~.D~:wu IU~V-MX ~ n n n r m  t c a u ~ v w o  cr.vumnL(cs 
*yu) -u. m u  o - n i  sb-u & b w l  

I + m d - a r w k * v  

COMPANY 5 (CONTINUED) 

'lk Smoky Mllitay Opontion Anm (MOA) would encompass Sa53 nqum miles and 
wruild he dnicnrlrul dnwn In 2M I d  A h n n  Cmuid l r v c l  (AGI.) wilh a miline of 
IEpOO Mean S a  L.wl (Ma) or above sea lov.1. 

The Dukwdtf  MUlury Oponllon Area (MOA) would mmmpsts 4,818 q w m  miles. 
l R t  Duckwater MiIIIJry IwraUon Anst (MOA) would allow for supmmriC f n l e q l  
where military nlrrmlt may h a k  the unanrl bnier mat ine  snnir tmnmc. 

The Dlrmond Mililuy Opcralian Area (MOA) would mmmpr% 3.430 squnrr milrr of 
airrpace. The Diamond MlHtilry Opemtlon ARS (MOA) wauld havr a floor of 10,000 
feet MM Sea, Lvcl (MSL) with a dlhg  of I8,OOO leet M E  me Naval propad 
mcludei an rrdunio~i mnr uf u#)O feet above p u n d  Iml in J 3 nautirnl mi radiar 
rsnrand on the kumlu AlrporL 

expansion of thelr Supermdc Opcnllom Area -A) wllhln the yroposcd Dlamond 
MiHley Opcrnlion Amm (MOA) by 5UO &quam m l h .  'Ihk airqmcc in which mililrrv 
~rilols can fly d rupemnic q n d s  breaking ik nound barrim ond m a i q  soak booms 
nuld leave 010 Innd beneath an uninhrbihblr .rem whew impads will ovsntudly 
lorn r c a i d d s  b Icave. Nmdy all thc Mi+b hove becn boo6ht out by the miMary in 
DMc Volley where NAS Fallon is p m l l y  a~dudirig uuycpunir j c ~  lralnhg 
adrvitia. 

Additional p h i  Ly Navnl Air Slnlion Fnllnn inrhdc' t lu rliminltion of the Highway 
' SO V i e d  Plw huk (Vm) curd allcmp(s to m i r  the ceiling on PU Rcltriclcd Airspea 

witMn the.Pallmi Trainins R m y  Cuoiplrx frurn 18,oM) f-1 M8L lu 45.000 frcq MM 

The prnpnnd erpnr ians  will p serious impacls to dvil aviation. property values, 
wildlife. l i v d &  hiinline, rwmrllnn, krman hrsllh, Natlw Amrlran  mvmlenl' and 
Ihc quality of life fm Nrv.danc living under these opuationc. Subwnic jrt noiar 
by rdlilary .nixraft flying a( 100-250 feel is g p ~ ~ d l y  abow lhc p i n  lhrcshold for 
A )et flying at full p w i r  can pmdum Imls as hfgh ea 140 dcdbels. 

If'the US. mll lhy  hac ilc WJY, huge rhunkr of Novadak public land w o d d  be convwld 
IV siniulalcd wai v m a .  The Deporbncnt d Defense her alrmdy d d i c s k d  25 million aues 
.of hid (the slze of the sate of Vwnia) 10 the military. Currently, 20% or over 4 mllllon 
a m  id Nevada public lands are currently d&gna!cd lor the sole use' of lhe miti-. 
Nevndans have k n r d  that orw pabllc lands are w i t h d m  the Pcntqon In mod 
drcunirbncm oxerlc pmmptive use of lhhe I d s .  T b  &ions ordud. other multiplo 
u x  cijqmrtunilics such M mining, yariw huntink and ricrrition. 

Currently, Nnval Air Station (NAS) ballon h anernping lo earner conlml of lub,lm.as 
ofpublirhds in churchill C m t y  as btiffcr zona for the pnxenl NAS Fallon bombing 
m n p  n d  E k d m i c  Wartow Rnrqy. '1% a r l im wnt lira1 pmphwl in 1W. bvl ddnyrd hy 
lawsuits and public opposition f m  envimmenlnL randung, roamlloiwl rnd mininR 

' . . 
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Silver Canyon Ranch 
Hiko. NV 89017 
(702) 725-3500 

April 16, 1996 

Dr. Donald R. Ella 
EPA Division, DOE Nevada Operations 
P.O. Box 14459 
 as vegas, NV 89114 

Dear Dr. Elle, 

Following are my comments and questions concerning the Draft 
Nevada Test Site Environmental Impct Statement. 

In Volume 1, Chapter 4 lines 16 and 17 the draft states: "....the 
NTS is probably the geolagically best known large m a  within the 
United States.. I am interested in who made such a sveeping 
statement and on vhat basis was the statement made. Since access 
to the geology of the NTS and surrounding Nellis Range has been 
highly restricted, independent review by the geologic sciences 
has been precluded. 
by revieving peer-revieved papers of the geology of the area. If 
the geological community is restricted from scrutinizing 
geological observations and interpretation8 by federal geologists 
or geologists under federal contracts, hov can there be an 
impartial, independent review of the geology there? If it is 
truly the best knwn large area then there should be reports on 
sequence stratigraphy, balanced structural cross sections, and 
other state-of-the-art papers available. 
reference to modern Stratigraphic and structural analysis, I 
suspect they are not available and/or not completed for the 
Nevada Test site. If that is true, then you will need to rewrite 
lines 16 and 17 as: "the IWS is probably the geologically least 
known large area within the United States: 

On page 4-100, lines 21 and 22 there is a reference to a 
generalized stratigraphic column for the area near the NTS. 
there a detailed stratigraphic column available? Who did it? 
Have the stratigraphic sequences been defined and hov do they 
correlate to other sections in the region? What sequences in the 
stratigraphic column involve the regional, Paleozoic carbonate 
aquifer? I saw no references to regional karst intervals or 
other porous and permeable sequences in the draft. Is there 
someone vorking on the Paleozoic sequence stratigraphy of the NTS 
as it relates to groundwater aquifers, hydrocarbon reservoirs or 
ore host rocks? If not, will it be done for the final EIS? Hov 
can accurate statements be made about groundwater, hydrocarbon 
and ore deposits be made if this basic work is not complete? If 
it is complete, where is it available for independent reviev? 
Who did the work? Does the uorker(s) have experience vith 

Your people told me that the draft vas made 

Since I sav no 

Is 

carbonate sequence stratigraphy in Nevada? Does he(they) have at 
least a doctorate degree on sequence stratigraphy? 
at leaat 90: on the Graduate Records Examination for geology? 
Does he have at least 10 years experience in oil and gas 

stratigrapbic sections? 

2 
o 

8 7 exploration? Has he generated surface gamma-ray logs for their 

Did he score 

3 

4 

On page 4-100, lines 78 and 29 there are no explanation of hov 
compression deformation rearranged the positions of the Paleozoic 
rocks and what the implications of the rearrangement have on 
groundwater and possible extractive minerals including oil and 
gas. Nether is there reference made to the Las Vegas shear zone 
that is probably a tear fault related to thrusting. There is no 
mention how contaminated groundvater from the Test Site mixes 
with groundwater in the deep carbonate aquifer and hov 
groundwater movement in the aquifer is controlled by the shear 
zone. There is no mention of deep monitoring vells to measure 
the velocity of the tritium plume tovard the Las Vegas Basin. 
a result, there are no plans for mitigating contamination of 
groundwater in the Las Vegas Basin. 
prepared to provide an alternate source of vater vhen the tritium 
plume reaches the La8 Vegas Basin? 

AS 

Is the Department of Energy 

5 
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No reference vas made to how the Uississippian foreland basin 
sediments vary betveen structural plates on line 29, page 4-100. 
Are there detailed measured sections available vith tight 
biostratigraphic control for the nississippian sediments. Where 
are these sections available for reviev? How do these section 
correlate vith other sections in the region beyond the Test Site? 

1s there evidence that the strike-slip faults mentioned on line 
2, page 4-103 are related to tear faults during the nesozoic 
compression event? What evidence is there suggesting there is no 
relationship? tlas there been a detailed sequence stratigraphic 
analysis been made to compare and contrast the stratigraphy on 
both sides of the faults? If not, vhy not? If so, vhere is the 
detailed data available for independent reviev? Where is there a 
discussion of bow these faults control groundvater flow and 
hydrocarbon and hydrothermal fluid migration? Where is the 
detailed geologic mapping to document these faults? If the 
mapping is not done, will it be done by competent geologists 
before the final EIS is submitted? If not, why not? 

On page 4-104, line 2, there is reference that the Eleana 
formation is thought to be bounded by faults. 
faults? What thrust sheet is the Eleana Range and F'renchman Flat 
in? How can an accurate evaluation be made on the contamination 
of the groundvater in the regional carbonate aquifer be made if 
there is no reference to vhat structural plate is involved in the 
tests? Hov can there be a remedy to groundwater contamination if 
the perched vater tables are all that are being tested for 
regional groundwater contamination while the deep carbonate 

What kind of 

2 
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Site. 
the NTS should at least summarize the results of sequence 
stratigraphic analysis and provide at least a generalized 
balanced structural cross section. There ought to be at least a 
reference made to the deep carbonate aquifer since it is the most 
important groundwater resource in the eastern Great Basin. 

I have enclosed a copy of a recent paper dealing vith sequence 
stratigraphy of rocks involved in the deep carbonate aquifer of 
eastern Nevada to be incorporated in the final EIS. 
on the Timpahute Range which is the closest continuous geologic 
tKanSeCt to the NTS and Nellis accessible to the geologic 
community. Similar sequence analysis should be done in the NTS 
and In Nellis to complete the geologic review for the EIS. 

I appreciate that, but a brief reviev of the geology of 

The paper is 

4 
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. COMPANY 6 (CONTINUED) 

f i g ~  8. Shorn here is a fractured and - r w d y  cryrWlim dolatmr In outcrop lmn Mow the katstcd -e a 
thc top of the Cozwly C r y d l i n t  kqucncc in the Simonrm. Such dolortonu provide an mnclive d r  lasgel for 
hydrocarbon explmtion. Wdth of view is about 4 feel. 

Nine wquenrr arc pracnt (Figs. 5.6).Abon Sequence B 
at TMS. thc m i o n  consists mainly of ~ o w - w m u .  cy- 
cliccarbowesthnt~prrdominnn~ydolortoacwithramc 
limestone and minm sandstone bcds highu in thc d o n .  
Equivalent beds arc mainly q u a m  randuom at Monte 
Mountain. and deeper-water. thin-bedded limestone at 
TwnpitneMmntain.Whr the rcrjnant For Mwo- 
lain fm prominent ledges and cliffs. A p o d  Guilmmc 
maria  bcd in rwthan Ncvda is the ncmmisantYcllow 

the Guilmcnc rormation may bc related 10 the karst sur- 
faceatthctopaltheSimonson D o l o m i t c . o r t o a m g -  
sive lag over it. Hurlubise (1989) included the 
Srringoccphnlur-beariring For Mounmiain Mcmbcr as tk 
oppemnrtpanolBcSionron. WeregardtheFox Mwn- 
lain BS basal Gvilmne because I )  the r e g i d  exposure 
surface separates fitu-graincd. Fox Mounlain limestones 
Imm undcrlyingcomscly crystalline and kmtcd Sionson 
dolostones. and 2) thc regional thickness changes 01 mC 
For Mountain (it may bc bu& of fcct in some d o n s  
d DbKnt in o h m :  Fig. 6). Thc Fox Mounlain appears to 
mt wiilhin incised vaUcys cut into the Simoom. 

A sharp increase in gamma radiation marks the b a u  
of lhc uppu Altmatillg scqucm. m gencral densaw 
in gamma radiation of each succeeding cycle upward sup 
pons the upward deepening interpretation made from 
changes in lilhology and biolacics Figs. 5.6). Gamma-ray 
spikes m the tops of internal upd-shallowing cycles may 
bc due to conccnmcd wind-blown radioacdve dcuitus. A 
pumru-rayspikeat thcmpofmCscqusnrrispubablyeuDcd 
by ridioactivc debis mnocn- along a kam inwal. 

Slop Sequence. S e q w  B weathen into marrive cliffs 
whereas Sequence A and the rest of thc Guilmmc wcathcr 

Cuilrnette Formation 
(2677 fl thick, 9 uqumcm, 5 rubwquencu) 

Of the five Devonian lormntioos 81 TMS. the 
Cuilmetlc Formation is the most lithologically variable. 

r*LcozocnnMwTniuOOnwm.uwItw~ R 

into ledges and doper. 

Cuilrnetle: Foa Mountain Sequence 
(135 A thick, 6 cycles) 

?bc tranrgiusin cliff-famiog Fox M d n  Sequnrs 
of mcdium- to &-gray limestone ovnlies the regional 
unconfmity at the top of the k a n l d .  light bmwn-gray 
Simrmrm Ddomitc. We b c l i  lha~ the Fox Marmain WM 

dcpositcdmhhil S d t  in.-low whmmariD 

Whcrc thc Fox Mountain is missing by uosion. m by 
noodcporirion on adjacent topographic highs as 81 othr 
measur@ sections. younger sequences overlie the 
W m m i l y  fig. 6). 

A sudden dcepning at the base of th Fox Mountain 
Scquencc is illusvated by the relmivc y ~ l c v c l  SUTVC in 

limuonsmedapsviwrami0naldqonthcSimomcm. 

3DX MOUNlNN YCTON YM ISCKIFPIfOR IEDMNTARV CWLMiYl 
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Fiym 9. Vup ud frartum in Uth pi- of core from a 
depth of 4486 R in Mt Grant Canyam #4 wII arc probably 
related to the lurrt wrfacc at the top 01 the S i  
Dolomite. Note the oil aain in the rug. 

Figure 4. Thc ‘c9ycncc is composed of four rhallowing- 

b u n w d , b r a c h i o p o d c r i n 0 i d . s ~ h i n o d u m . ~ l i m e  
wachstones and upper pans of supratidal. medium-gray 
to light-gray. laminatsd dolostone. Each of the four cycles 
smcsrivcly bcginr and ends in shallower wcr. A regional 
LSEatthetopoftheFor Mwntainismarlicddthapalc- 
mi silwone palcmol. d r r i o n  cracks. and achange fmm 
open-marine to rcsuictcd-marine fossils. Generally. gamma 
radiation mks thc relatin sca-kvcl CYM (Fig. 5.6). Open- 
shelf limenones at thc bases of thc Fox Mounlain cycles 
emit kp gamma d a t i o n  hn their rupratidal dolostone 
lops. 

C u i l d e :  Yellow Slope Sequence 

upward cycks with lowcr paru ofopcwmim. &-gray. 

(182 ft thlck, 10 cycled 
’ 

Easily idmtifrcd on a r i d  ph”pp”ph’ and in thc Geld 
as a yellow slaps. the +tidal. ulty ddmtom ~ Y c l a  Of 
the Yellow Slop Scsucncc mark an abnrpt change fmm 
open-shelf limcrumcs of the Fox Mountain (Tpblc 4). ‘Ihs 
relatiw sca-IcvcI curve also illusm+es the change Fig. 5). 

Medium-todark-gray, iotntidnl.caIcispbcrIinu-c 
D S S ~  m thc lowu pan of upward-rhsllowing cycles. ’Ibe 
y c h  mx Cappca by pa* yellow-bmm supralidal. fossil- 
pmr dolomudstwe with duiccacion cracks. Generally. 
cyclcsatthclcwaanduppcrpanrolthcsequcncc~ 
thick and their basa wcredcporitcdin docpcr watcrhn 
cyclesinthcmiddkollhcscqumce.Charsnairsd 
duk-gray In b l s k  stromatolita, Ihc recod cycle in the 
sequence is easily cn~~~larcd to mmt o k  scctions in b 
qion.’lbin(<s R),ySnow-say, fine-pined quanrsand. 
sume inrubcdr cap two cydes in thc d w .  Tbey contain 

tuval. ’Ibc ninth cycle m n k  intertidal owra~od lime 
mudruma. Gamma radiation innsaws sharply a1 thc bay 
of the Yellow Slope Sequence and is high lhroughout thc 
quencz. 

Cuilrnetle: Sequum A 
(395 A thick, 2 n ~ b s e q m c d  

by nry 

the lira SmspiEuOur qllmiz pis c.bovc mc 0xyOl;e In- 

Seq- A is divided into two subqucnccs in the 
lMS, ho the subdivision is nm recognized in ohm sec- 
tiom (Figs. 5,6). Scqocnce A I  is pdominantly dolostone 
and stquem A2 is prrdaminantly limcwonc (Table 4). 

Cui l rnmc (250 A thick S e q u a c e  12 c)rdes) A I  

Arharpermlm sepamcrlhc mnaccd- andcalcizphm- 
bearing Ycllow Slope Sequence from the coral-. 
svommoporoid-. and brachiopod-bearing Squcncc A I  
w l e  4). Gcncrally, the low panr of thc sequence cycles 
arc composed of opn-rbsll. mdium dark-gray to mcdium- 
gray. burrowed stromatoporoid. coral. brachiopod. 
Amphipom lime wactestont. Supratidal. light-gray. lami- 
mid dolomudstoncs wiith ripup claru cap m m  of UK 
cycles. Cycles exhibit a gcneral upwarddcccpcning vcnd 
fmm h e  supratidal Yellow Slaps to the opcn-shclf 82 Sc- 
q u e m  and a general dmcasc in gamma radiation (Fig. 5). 
A sharp gammbny dcflmion marks the TSE at thc base 
of thc sequence. Within the squencc. uub cycle begin, 
with a sharp dcflmion at UK limestone base followcd 
by a gradual increase in gamma radiation and dolostone 
content to the cycle top. 

Cuilmette: Sequnm A2 
(145 A thicli, 8 cydes) 

A TSE at thc b a u  of Scquence A2 separates pndomi- 
nanrly dolosrooc strata conlaining m m o n  apsn-shelf los- 
sils of Squcnce A I  from thc ovcrlying predominantly 
limestmc suma chmacmized by abundant apcn-shell for 
sils (Table 4). A thin (1-2 R) bcd oldistinctivc 82 carbon- 
ate megabreccia oxun 20 l e a  above the bar 01 the 
scqmcc. It may reprrssm a porcntial rurfesc-ofhsch- 
nun1 for h e  Sequence B2 scdimntnry m e g h c h .  and 
is designated as UM D. a diaminite of fluidird bedrock. 
by WmandSandbcrg(l995.1996). Nit is l u l l y ~ h c d  
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COMPANY 6 (CONTINUED) . 

h n i m  Sqvenar and Bwndarin, limpahme Range, Nevada 01 

FiEure I t .  Classic Devonian stromatoporold rtrfr 
characterize Scqumce 83. This light-gray Imrshaped 
limtnonr reef l i a  dmtb on UU d u t g n y  - b d  of 
Scqmmcr E2 at TMS. Note UU A ad 81 Fubrmte  cycles 
mdrr the dark gray difh of BZ. Some rrch in the q i m  
am tighlty cemented l i m d m  ( l i e  this om), bul many am 
dolonn'tid k t h  opn porn ad wp. The reds vary in 
midmess hom (ar than 100 fm to om ZOO feet. 

Cuilmtte:  Sequence E 
(235 n thick 16 

Whem Squence D is predominantly dolostone. Sc- 
qucnce E is a mixture of dolostone. limeyon+ q u m r  sand- 
stone and siltstone (Table 4). Denoting another rbarp 
merged LSE d TSE sequence boucdary. dolostone a the 
bare of Sequmsc Edircctly ovulics quwr d s t o n - G U e d  
desiccation cracks at the top of Sequence D. Upward. 
shallowing cycles at the base and top of Sequence E are 
thicker (15-20 ft) than in the middle ( IO ti). Four of the 
cycles (cycles 4.6. IO. and 13) arc capped with thin (2 ft 
thick) qumr sandstone beds compowd of rupmidal. f ine 
to medium-grained. frosted quartz grains associated with 
desiccation m c k r  (Table 4). Cycles in thc l a v a  pan of 
the squcncc arc commonly hunnved. in the middle puc 
contain Amphipom wackestones-pcknoms. and in the 
upper pan M humwcd dolomudston. 

A regionally corrcluablc gamma-ray inflection marh 
the base of Scqucncc E (Figs. 5.6). Cyclcr within the Y- 

quence am marked with a gamma-ray deflection at Ihc basc 
and a gradual gammn radiation increase toward thc top. 
Gammn-ray spikcr am wmmon whcrc rcmpcnaur grains 
arc concentrated at the tops of some cycles. 

tuilmenc: kquenm F 
(267 h thick, 15 cycles) 

Tbc sharp basal contact of Scqucncc F mcun whcrc 
an LSE truncates the uppermost light-gray. laminated 
dolostone of Sequence E and merges with a TSE. A lap 
deposit in medium dark-gray dolostone overlies the TSE. 
'Ibc xquencc is predominantly limcrtonc. cxccpt for thc 
uppennost 65 feet composed prrdominanlly of dolostone 
(Tabk 3). Medium- to medium dark-gray. medium- to thin- 
bedded. locally Amphipera-buring. lagoanal. b u r n e d  
l i s t o n e s  form thc base of most cycles. Many cycles am 
capped by either supratidal. light-gray. laminated 
dolomudrtonc with I- suyctures or I to 2-fmt-thick. 
supratidal. light yellow-gray. fine-piredquartz sandstone 
beds. 

A light-gray fossilifcmur lime wekestonc deposited 
in open-marine conditions at the baw of cycle IO. above 
thc middle of the sequence. c o n w u  with the fossil-parr. 
burrowed IimCnone typical of mhcrcycles. Each succeed- 
ing cycle in Squcmc FconInins m a c  laminated dolastoner 
that ~ g g c s t  supratidal conditions. 

Thc gamma-ray inllsaion at thc bare of Sequence F is 
regionally cornlarive (Figs. 5. 6). As obremd in uher 
cycles. gamma radiation is genenlly higbn in supmidal 
mcks and lowu in opn-sbelf mch. Cycles 9 and IO p m  
vide tbe highest gammbray responses and mark the upper- 
most (rcumnces of opcn-marinc fauna in the ra t ion  
incMingcorals.hrlbollIrtromaopaods. and bmhiopods. 
Derrital mataid could have bem invoduced from the in- 
cipient Antler Omgeny to & wa and may be responsible 
for the lack of aburdant open-marin maaufmrils okmved 
between Squcncc F cydc IO and tbe Mississippian loans 
LimCstOOC. 

Cuilnw(tc: Scpumrr G 
~7 n lhidt, 29 +-I 

Scpucnce G w n t i n s  the most lithologic variety in the 
G u i l m m  Famuion and varies p t l y  in thickness. A re- 
g i d l y  comlamble guMlsray deflection marks the base 
of Sequence G (Figs. 5.6). (hbenviw. thc w n t x t  between 
the light bmwn-gray doloyoa ofSequence F and Squcnce 
G is indistinguishable in ths &Id. Rdctcd-shelf indica- 
tarnrchu.Amphipommd g a r t m p o d r u n n m o n l y o a  
the bare of Sequurc G cycles. ?be tops of "y cycler 
am capped with thick (,IOA)quanz sandstone beds. Thsrs 
units commonly contain desiccation c rack  and other 
suprntidnl indicators including Farbolutc mud m;lpu. mo- 
mmlilic laminae. and haringbone cmrs-laminations (Table 
4). Many sandstones exhibit tidal channel. bidirectional 
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cmrrbcdding. Dolostone +mimes in the l w e i  cycks. 
wuhuear limestone prcdomilutcs in tbe u* onex m i -  
cally. the tap of 1& Guilmcuc Famation is mulrcd by a 
prominent sandstone bcd. 

The a h p t  dccrqc in gamma radiation at the base of 
the Yquena provides a deflation thm can be OW 
regionally. and a m l a t i v c  g;muns-ny spike M L T ~  n m  
tbe lop of the sequence. Gamma radiation in Sequence G is 
low coin@ with subjaEcnt and,supajaxnt vqueoccr 
(Figs. 5.6). The lan occurrence of Amphipom in TMS m- 
cun at the base of cycle 25. A g a m m n y  Ipib arm a 
the lop of the cyck in a silty limnone. 'Ibe diaaqpearnncc 
ofAmphipom and an incrrarc ofradio.nive dSvlI.4 nwc- 
rial m y  have k e n  mlaed P an& surge of the Antler 
Dmpny, similady companding u) thc inxarcingamma 
radiation in Sequence F, cycles 9 and IO, m d n g  the end 
of abndant opcn-shelf forsilr in7MS. 

wat ~ u g e  L ~ & M C  (153 n u t i 4  1 w e )  

west Range Limestone 
(153 h thick. 4 cy&) 

Thc basal conmct of the West Range Limestone is 
marted by a mmsgrcssivs surfru c o d  by kpcr-wz- 
vr. lime mudstones. Thcw vniu overlie the uppcrmmt in- 
tertidal-supatidal quam sandstone bcd of Sequence G 
(Figs. 5. 6): Emding into recessive. ppnlycovacd slopes 
and low ledpi.  I+ West Range is wmpowd of a light- 
gray. hurmed lime mudstone thm contains few macmfos 
sils. 11 is cmunmly muthd ahmoMQ silty, argill-. 
andthio-bsddcd.Cyclcrarcbmowcdathebaseandlami- 
natcd at the top (Tabls 4). A rhup. distinct gamma-ray in- 
flection m a t s  the base of Ihc sequence on surface and 
subsdace logs (Figs. 5.6). 

plbt FomvUon' (245 fl hi&, 2 celpmca) 

7hc parrly cxpovd Mississippian-?cvonian Pilot Fa- 
mation acm above the cyclic Devonian earbonatcs. It is 
composed of two sequcrrer (Figs. 5.6). lk Mississip 
pian-Devonian boundary lies within thc Pilot. pmbably 
within Scqucncc 2. m i o n  dong a maja UOEonformity 
cuts cut eight c o d o n 1  LOIIC~ in the Pila Formation I 
Bacwian Mounl?in. omthe nrmh end of the Pahranagat 
Rangc(SandbugandZicglu. 1 9 7 3 ) . 7 m i k s d o f l M S .  
The unconfmiry may be the s q w  boundary between 
Sequences I and 2. 

Pilot Formation: Sequence 1 
(130 n thick. 2 cycles) 

Thc bare of the Pilu Foimat6n occurs where -- 
rive limestones of the West Range give way to mostly cow 
cred intervals bearing fragments of light-gray. silty 
l i s t o n e  that pmducc an incrcnsed gammn-ray mensm- 
mcnrThctopofthcsqucoccirm~byathin(S- lOn) .  
femginws. fossil fish plate-bearing quam sandstone h t  

overlies 10 feet of pale-yellow c a l m u s  siltnone. 

ltmo oftbe highest gamma-ray spikes in thelUS a- 
amin Pilot Sequmsc 1 (Figs 5.6). Ths fioccunattk 
bare ofcyck I ,  and the ucdoccurr KU thc top ofcyck 
2 in Ihc famginous randaone. Although thick m a  can-  
moaiy masks tbe base of the squcnce. tbe amtad can be 
picked on the Ivrfaa gammblay log wbuc mcrr is an 
abrupt gamma-ray inflation. This is mother example 
of using surface gamma-ray 108s to interpret changes in 
lithology hidden by &us (Chamberlain. 1983). 

Riot Formation: Seplmce 2 
(115 hthidt, 2 q d s l  

me fanrginauquanz asndsrone I tbe  lop or- 
1 is ovulun by pale-& cherty s i l l aon  01 Squcnce 2. 
Blast. L a m i d  silicified momatolitc bsdr of cycle 1 am 
capped by a 2.S-fom-thick bcd of bionnbatcd smdsoru 
(Table 4). 7be second cycle is a silty limestone (hrt is 
commonly covered. 

llx fmuginous mdrtonc a the top of Sequence I 
produces a gamma-ray peak in contrast to the abrupt 
gamma-ray deflection a the b u c  of Sequence 2 (Figs. 5. 
6). Silicified stmmalolilcs produce an&r gamma-ray 
spike n the top of cycle 1. Gamma radiation abruptly de- 

gndualiy to the base of the omlying Joana Limestone 
where lhnc is a dishct gammaray deflection a a shmp 
cmrionalbrralr. 

Minkrippian Ioana l i rnes tnn  

QCBYI at thebaw of cyCk z and &nllinucr 10 dmeaw 

. 

The Joan. reprrvtlu a maja fnmgcssion ova the 
uppanastR'klFomutionSequeoec2cyckl.JoanaLimc- 
smoscqucnas fmn the bare mthc lopincludc: (1)LCdgc- 
forming. silty l i i  w k e s t o n .  (2) pominentcliK-forming 
crinoid g&nstone. (3) prominent cliff-forming crinoid 
grainrmncboldcd WiIbchCnand (4)cliff-formingmnoid 
gninstonc. Tbr formation is mostly 8 medium-gray 
wcathcrej. massively bedded. crinoid pactnone. 

Though~heJ~Pi lucontact i rusual lycodar i th  
overlying Joana ulus there is a pronounced decrease in 
gnmmardidm a thc o m ~ ~ t  to raac of % lowcn values 
d in theTMS(Figs. 5.6:only tbe bare of the J m a  
is shorn). 'k p n n m r a y  deflection a the erosional trc%k 
is intupmcd to be a merged LSE and TSE that s,cparates 
Pilot a l ~ p c r  fmm overlying Joana cliffs. Gamma radiation 
inacarsr upward to thc top of the 1- Limestone. 

DISCUSSION AND APPUUTIONS 

Kmn s u r k c s  mark LSEs in the G M t  Basin Dcva- 
nian (hrt provide regional exploration targets. Commonly, 
rocksbdwmajmLSEs,suchas~thc topofthcSimonron 
Dolomirc. w highly [Rcturcd. vuggy. marscly cryrulline. 
permcablc and porous. LSE xquence boundaries can also 
be marted by crosional surfaces. pakorols. and desicca- 
tion neb. Deeper-watcr. f inc lyaydl ine  carbonaes of 
the lower part of an overlying scqucnce could provide 
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ORGANIZATION 2 

April 18, 1996 

Dr. Donald R. Elk. Director 
Environmental Protection Division 
US Department of Energy 
PO Box 14459 
Las Vegas. NV 89114 

Dear Dr. Elle: 

Attached are my comments on the Draft Environmental lmpad Statement for the 
Nevada Test Site and Off-Site Locations in the State of Nevada (NTS EIS). I am 
a Nevada Risk AssessmenVManagwent (NRAMP) Technical Team member 
and therefore have a background relating to many of the issues addressed in the 
NTS €IS. Specifically, my focus in reviewing the document was on the topic of 
groundwater contamination. 

I have included both general comments and page-specific wmments. All 
comments have corresponding recommendations. I believe the 
recommendations will make the dowment a more appropriate communication 
tool. Many of the comments relate to specific points which I believe need to be 
addressed in order to produce a final product which is an honest portrayal of the 
site and potential future use. 

Sincerely. 

Tod E. Johqdon 
Environmental Modeling 
Nevada Risk AssessmenVManagement Program 

cc: W.0.Andrews 
Nevada Test Site Citizen Advisory Board 

tiany Reid Cenler lor Environrnenlal Studies 
4505 Maryland Parkway - Box 454009 las Vegas. Nevada 89154-4009 

(7021 895-3382 Telex 62048164 UNLVNSM FAX (702) 8953094 

II 
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Comments on the Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off- 
site Locations in the State of Nevada, Volume 1. Appendix H. 'Human Health Risks and 
Safety Impacts S W  and Selected Groundwater-Related Sections in Other the NTS 
€IS Volumes. 

April 1998 

Tod Johnson. Environmental Modeling 
Nevada Risk AssessmentManagement Program 
Hany Reid Center for Environmental Studies 
Box 454009 
4505 Maryland PaMay  
Las Vegas. NV 891 54-4009 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

G-1: 
Problem: One of the Land Use Alternatives listed in the EIS involves turning back 
some of the land (70%) to public lands inventory. As such, the evaluation of the risks 
to the public should have included estimation of risk at the potential new boundaries. 
Vol. 1, 3.27 states that return of the land would be evaluated, but only lo  the US , 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for public use (not directly to the public, the State, 
Nye County or to the sovereign nalions). Because it would be available for public use, 
even under the control of the ELM. many exposure scenarios impacting the public 
should have been considered. 

Recommendation: The exposure scenarios should Include the ingestion of 
drinking water by casuaVrecreational public visitors to the area'and indude 
worker risk scenarios consistent with relatively remote locations (Le. partial 
residence time on the site). 

G2: 
Problem: Modeling shows that contaminants from underground testing are likely off 
the NTS and CNTA. and likely Will be off the Shoal Site in the future. This 
understanding is not reflected in the document Also, because site characterization is 
quite limited. the risk results are quite uncertain. This understanding is not reflected in 
the €IS. The predicted concentrations, locations. duration and potential hazards must 
be included because no intervention is desuibed. 

5 I sections and misleading statements which imply the underground coxammation 
Recommendation 1: The haft NTS should be revised to remove conflicting 

is not leaving the site. 

Recommendation 2: The document should also be revised to indude honest, 
ar discussion of the uncertainties. 

1 

. 
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Recommendation 3: Because of ihe large uncertainties inherent in the 

conservative. 
7 I modeling, the worst-case analyses should be presented, not the least- 

PAGE-SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

Draft NTS €IS Summary 

S 1  
Problem: The text states that groundwater models suggest there will be no migration 
out of the NTS boundaries. That statement is in conflict with modeling from other 
sounes (Daniels et al.. 1993, Andricevic et al.. 1994). Modeling in those sources 
indicated migration was possible, and estimate the risks related to the transport. The 
risk values correspond to tritium concentrations greater than detection limit (1 pCJL) 
and greater than badcground (approx 10 p C i ) .  Also, some of the locations for which 
modeling was conducted (NTS EIS Human Health Risk and Safety Impacts Study, Vol. 
1. Appen. A, page 2-17. lines 11-14) do not have conesponding results listed in the 
€IS. Therefore. one cannot test the 'no migration off site' statement for those 
locations. 

€IS Summary, Page S-19. lines 11-13: 

Recommendation: Delete the 'no migration' expected statement. Say instead 
that modeling does indicate migration off the site sometime in the future. l o  I 

S 2  
Problem: The text implies that groundwater contamination will never be a problem 
simply because no contamination has been detected in off site monitoring wells. That 
is a poor argument for several reasons. First, the contarnination could move off site in 
narrow plumes and miss the monitoring wells. Second. the contamination may be 
moving toward the wells, but not have reached it yet. Third, the modeling report for the 
area (Chapman et al.. 1995) indicates contamination will likely move off the site 
sometime in the future. If the conservative estimate in the report is used (which 
indudes limits of uncertainty in some of the parameters), a concentration of 720,000 
pCin could occur at the boundary. 

EIS Summary, Page S19. lines 1818: 

Recommendation: Add text to indicate that the groundwater modeling 
indicates movement off the site could occur sometime in the future. l2  I 

S-3 
Problem: The text implies no contamination has left or will leave the CNTA from 
underground sources. This does not match the condusion from resuns presented in 
the NTS €IS Human Health Risks and Safety Impacts Study (Vol. 1. Appen. A, page 2- 
17. lines 22-26). The specific discussion of the CNTA modeling desaibes 
concentrations as high as 1.2 x 10' pCiiL at the boundary. There is no existing well at 
the location, but the text in the Summary is written in such a way as to imply there is no 
release beyond the site boundary. It states that Yransport could already be oaurring', 

€IS Summary. Page S-19. lines 20-27: 

2 
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Which does not dearly communicate the relevant detail that contamination has likely 
already left the site. 

Recommendation: Modify text to indude the statement: 'Ground water 

not been identified In any existing well.' 
14 I modeling has indicated contamination has likely left the site boundary, but has 

Volume 1. ADDendix H. 'Human Health Risks end Safe& ImDacts Studv' 

S4 Page ES2. Lines 4-7: 
Problem: The sentence states that tritium is never expected to exceed measurable 
concentrations at the site boundaries of the NTS and Shoal. However. on page 51. 
the repwt states the detection limit is 1 win. On the same page (51). the report 
states an estimate of 280 pciR. at the boundary some time in the future. Therefore, 
tritium & expected to leave the NTS and Project Shoal boundaries in measurable 
concentrations in the future. 

16 I contaminants are expeded leave the site boundaries at every site (not just the 
Recommendation: The text on page ES2 should be corrected to state that 

CNTA). 

S S  Page 2-17. lines 15-16: 
Problem: The information describing the method of calculation of the NTS tritium 
source is poofty described in the EIS and may be incorrect. The text indicates the 
concentrations used for model inputs came from direct measurements from shot 
cavities. This does not appear to bethe case. NRAMP has a version of the results and 
code from the program listed in the €IS. The description listed does not indicate the 
values came direct measurement Rather, the actual method used appears to combine 
dassified information regarding cavity volume with averages of recently declassified 
tritium estimates. The assumption appears to be that the tritium is, on average, 
distributed within a volume of water approximately equal to the sum of the shot cavities. 
The merits of the assumption can be debated, but only if the method is described to the 
public in the EIS document. I believe the public should not be led to think the data 
came from sitespecific measurements (which may or may not exist, but which do not 
appear to have been used in the calculation of results). 

Recommendation 1: Briefly describe the method used to calculate the 
18 I concentrations. so the public is more dear about the uncertainties of the 

estimate. (The method used to calculate the concentrations is not dassified.) 

Recommendation 2 Briefly list which shot(s) was (were) chosen for the 
modeling. Was the shot dosest to the boundaryofumcem used? Or was one 
that was considered by the DOE to be representative in yield and location 
used? 

3 
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is 18 km downgradient The risks were estimated to be as hsh as 2 x lo2 at the 
boundary and 1.4 x l o *  at the Oasis Valley. Those risks 8ra signiftcant relative to e de 
minimus level and are quite high relative to the value used in Uw EIS (1.5 x lo-" at the 
boundary near Mercury). 

36 I Recommendation: lndude the value for the risk to residents near the Oasis 
Valley in Table 51.  (The high estimate of risk at the boundary does not need to 
be induded in this EIS, because it appears to be US Air Force-wntroned 
property adjacent to the NTS at that point. and is therefore still under 
administrative control for the near-future. And the EIS is not considering US Air 
Force property to be available for public atceSs in the scope of the EIS.) 

S 1 3  Page 53.  lines 8-9: 
Problem: Regarding concentrations and anival times listed in the €IS text for Projed 
Shoal, the values increase when uncertainty (listed in the soum document, Chapman 
et al.. 1995) is included. For the Project Shoal Area, if listed uncertainties are included. 
the peak tritium concentrations in the groundwater could be as hgh as 720.000 &in. 
arriving 71 years after the test. The number cited in the EIS is 280 pCii at 208 years. 

38 I higher levels of uncertainly. 
Recommendation: Correct the text to indude the values resulting from the 

S i 4  Page 5-1, lines 25-26: 
Problem: The evaluation of the risk calculations of the NTS boundary near Mercury is 
more difficult to conduct than for the offsites (Shoal and CNTA). because the report 
referenced for the results is apparently not publidy available. NRAMP has a version of 
the results and code from the program listed in the EIS. but the calculation induded in 
the €IS is not given in the documentation available Lo NRAMP. From initial cakuMions 
conducted by NRAMP, it is unlikely that there is substantial risk at the boundary near 
Mercury. However. other boundary locations may be more appropriate to list in the EIS. 
For instance. the boundary near Pahute Mesa has shot locations much doser to the 
boundary and has hydraulic gradients which could move the contaminants past the 
boundary. A risk estimate was conducted For the NTS using the Solute Flux method. 
the same as was used for Project Shoal and the CNTA. The study (Daniels et al.. 1993 
and Andricevic et al.. 1994) estimated the risk at the boundary near Pahute Mesa and 
at the nearest accessible environment, the Oasis Valley, which is 19 km downgradient 
The risks were estimated to be as high as 2 x los at the boundary and 1.4 x lob at the 
Oasis Valley. Those risks are significant relative to a de minimus level and are quite 
hqh relative to the value used in the EIS (1.5 x lo'" at the boundary near Mercury). 

Recommendation 1: Provide more of the framework for the parameters and 

Recommendation 2: lndude the Pahute Mesa to Oasis Valley results in 

I calculations used to produce the Mew boundary number. 

41 I discussion. 

0 
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Table 1. 

Location 

Shoal 

Nevada 

Nevada 
Test 

ionsidering Limits of Uncertainties in Original C 
Receptor I Arrival Time of I Dose (rem) 
Location Peak 

Concentration 
(yr) 

Mercury + 

+ 
(EIS: 100) (EIS: 3.0 x lob) 

Eastern 
Boundary 

(EIS: 206) (EIS: 1.6 x loJ) 
Nearest I +’ 10.08 

Central 1 8  , I  I 1  
Nevada 
Test Area ‘9 
Boundary 
Nearest 117 6 x lo-’ 

(EIS: 8.0) 

Public Well 
(EIS: 410) (EIS: 1.8~ 109 

+ Original documentation not available 
** Not listed in original document 

icuments 

Detriment 

(EIS: 8 . o ~  10.~) 

4 x lod 

5.3 x lo= 

(EIS: 3.7 x io7) 

1.8 x lod 

2.4 x loJ 
(EIS: 1.0~ 10”) (EIS: 4.6 x 10”) 

(EIS: 4.0~ loJ) (EIS: 1.8~ loJ) 

3.2 x lo-’’ 
(EIS: 9.0 x 10-2~) 

1.5 x 10”O 

(EIS: 4.1 x 

a 
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Transuranic 
w u t c  

Hiib Led 
W u t e  

Commenk on the Nevada Test Site Environmental Impact Statement, 
Appendix I, Transportation Study @OE/EIS 0243) 

April 1996 

0. Store Onsite 4.5 / yr out 4/yrout 4lyrout 
ship to WIPP ship to WIPP ship to WIPP 

Not Included Not Induded Not Included Not Induded 
in PEIS in PUS in PEIS in PEIS 

Public interest is high for bansportation issues. The DOE Nevada Operations Otlice, 
noted this inter& in their efforts to work with members of the public, elected officials, American 
Indian tribal governments and private issue advocacy groups in the development of a technical 
report on transportation impacts assodated with the Nevada Test Site Environmental Impact ' 

Statanent (DOE 1995a). These gmups a r p r d  concern about continued and possible 
expanGon of transportation of low level radioactin wade by truck on public highways in the Las 
Vcgas dy. In response to t+ concerns. the DOE addressed the possible use of altanative 
mck routes. consnupion of rail access to the NTS and intermodal truddrail shipments to the 
site. 

Technical Adeausev of the NTSEIS Document 

This review included a comparison the NTS-EIS to other current DOE environmental 
documents and an evrtluation of risk management opportunities dated to transportation of 
radioactive wades. t'icuepancics identilied in current environmental documents d a t e d  to 
the shipment and disposal of Low Lcvd Waste (LLW) contribute to an incoherent proposal 
from the DOE-EM program for public comment. A comprehensive response to the NTS-EIS 
is not possible without resolution ofthese discrepancies 

The N?S-EIS transportation study (DOE 1995~) desciibes shipping volumes for Low 
Levd Waste (LLW) importation for the nod ten years. The EIS land use case of "continue 
current operations" shows radioactive shipments from 12 offsite locationsat a rate of 678 
shipments per year. The EIS case of "expanded use" shows radioactive shipments unning for the 
ncrt IO years from 29 0% locstions with an average annual volume of 3946 shipments pa 
Year. 

The Waste Management Programmatic EIS (DOE 199.5~) was re!& in September 
1995. The PEIS describes alternative strategies and impacts for the management of wastes h m  
ongoing and past DOE operations that are anticipated to be shipped to and fiom various 
treamau and disposal sites over a 20 year period. Wastes fiom site remediation an excluded 
from the assessment. Implementation of a centralized storagddisposal option at the NTS for 
LLW, LLMW and HLW would mutt in the maximum number of waste shipments. A combined 
total of 295,000 tmd( shipments and more than 106.OOO rail shipments could occur under this 
altanatjve. 

TEE NTSEIS CONTAINS U O R  DISCREPANCIES IN THE NUMBER OF 
POTENTIAL SHIPMENTS OF LLW C O M P m D  TO WM-PEIS E!jTIMATES 

Waste shipment numbers in Table 1 were summarized from the WM-PUS. The are 

R: E Am& CanVMth 01 dLrNISEI$April1996 I 
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reported on an annual basis to d o w  comparison to the NTS-EIS. Shipping volumes in Table 1 
are up to 3 times higher than volumes reported in the MS-EIS. 

1 -482 o.s/year 
Mixed Wute  Ship to Hanford 

0 - 2945 0 - 12.400 
WrUtf! 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION WASTES ARE NOT INCLUDED IN TEE WM- 
PEIS IMPACTS AND COULD RESULT IN MUCH MCEER WASTE VOLUMES FOR 
DISPOSAL AT TJSE NEVADA TEST SITE 

The Baseline Envimnmenral Management R e m  (BECIRJ (DOE 1995b) was used in the 
WM-PEIS u the basis of a sensitivity study for waste shipment volumes. Results of an WM- 
PEIS sensitivity study (appendix B) indicated that disposal volumes could be up to 6O?h higher 
than those shown in Table I based on the WM-PEIS assumption that only 5% of the LLW 
available from ate restoration would be transported to an offrite location for disposal The 
reasonableness of these results could not be determined since the basis for the shipping volume 
estimate is based on an unpublished draft of the BEMR. The impacts of increased U W  volumes 
was not estimated in Appendix B. 

RISK LEVELS REPORTED IN THE NTSEIS AND THE WM-PEIS ARE NOT 
CONSISTENT. THE WM-PEIS RESULTS ARE MUCB MORE SIGNIFICANT AND 
HAVE A BlCE FRACTION OF RADIOLOGICAL EEALTB EFFECTS 

Risk mlts an provided in the two EISs. The NTS-EIS risks for Nevada are summarized 
in table 2 The NTS-EIS reported datively low total risks and the percentage of hcalth 
due to the radiological nature of the cargo are a small percentage of the total risk Results of the 
WM-PEIS evaluation of LLW risks are shown in Table 3 No Nevada-spedfic results werc 
included in the WM-PEIS for the transportation of wastes. The total number of predicted health 
effects and the percentage of hcalth effects due to radiation are potentially sipftcant. 
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Percent 
Rail 

Cancer 
HE 

31 
nla 
nla 
d a  
nla 
nla 
d a  
50 
50 
42 
42 
41 
42 
42 
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Table 3 

Data Compiled from Tabla 5.3- I and 516, WM-PEIS 

Rail 
Cancer 

HE 

I 
< I  
< I  
< I  
< I  
< 1  
< I  
0.6 
0.6 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 

- - - 

- - - - - 
- 
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Centralized 3 59 12.9 46.1' 78% 17.9 1.91 15.99 
Centralized 4 60 13 47 78% 17.8 1.72 16.08 
Centralized 5 61 13 48 78% 14.9 2.02 12.88 
Data Compiled from Tables 5.3-1, 5.3-2 , and E-16, WM-PEIS 
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April 18. 19% 

Dr. Donald R. Elk, Director 
Environmental Protection Division 
U.S. Department of Emgy 
P.O. Box 14459 
h V e g a s . N V  89114 

Dear Dr. Elk: 

I am submitting comments for your consideration on the Nevada TCSI Site Environmental Impact 
Statement (NTS EIS). I am a member of the Nevada Risk Assesunent/Manageman Program 
(NRAMP) Technical Team at the Harry Reid Center for Environmental Studies UNLV. The 
majority of my comments attempt to clarify tcchnical discrepancies rather than dwell on 
philosophical approaches to improving the NTS EIS methodologies. 

In addition, I am also submitting several comments based on a letter lo the NRAMP Principal 
Invcnigator. Mr. William B. Andrews. from Mr. David B. M a i r e ,  the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Program Suppon. Defense Programs. In this later (which is attached), Mr. Leclain 
recommends that I Iwk at specific weas of the NTS EIS for interesting information regarding the 
radiological source term. For the record, I did not find any new information in thcte wnions of 
the N T S  EIS and my doctoral thesis (which was completed and successllly defended in January, 
1995) did not include MY aspect of thermonuclear weaponry. but ratha aperimmtal 
investigations of fusion reactor engineering safety issues. 

Itemized comments are attached in the orda they come up in the NTS EIS. There is no priority 
given to earlier comments than later comments. I feel my comments am raiely contentious and 
are meant to highlight potentially significant technical or perceptional problems with the NTS EIS. 

Sincerelv. 

Anthdny E. Hechanova. Ph.D. 
Nuclear Engineering 

a: Earle Dixon (CAB) 
David B. Leclaire (DOE) 
William B. Andrews (NRAW) 

Harry Reid Center tor Environmental Studies 
4505 Maryland Parkway Box 454009 Las Vegas. Nevada 891544009 

(702) 8953382 leier 62048164 UNLVNSM FAX (702) 8953094 

ORGANIZATION 4 (CONTINUED) 

I t e m i z e d  Comment8 on Human Health Risks and Safety Impact, Study 
io the NTS EIS (VoL I, App. E) 

with Additional Commenlr in Rcrpoare to Mr. David B. Lalaire's Letter (attached) 

by Anthony E. Hechanova, Ph.D. 
Nuclear Engii&g 

Harry Reid Center for Environmental Studies 

-- Number Location 

v 1. p 4-8. li 1-22 

v 1, p4-8, li 1-22 

University of Nevada, Lns Vegar 

April 16, 1996 
Id: (702) 895-1457 

Comment 

Problem: Table 4-1 is not properly referenad 

Recornmendotion: Cite the references from which values are given 
in Table 4-1. For example, as regards to the Surficial Soils, I am 
timiliar with Radionuclide Inventory and Distribution Program 
(RDIP) reports and figured those would be the appropriate 
references from the References Section 4.8 starting on page 4-3 18. 
But 1 am not as fortunate to know the hTS EIS references for the 
various 'Disposal" sources or Deep Underground Tats on lines 
13-22. 

P r o b l m  Table 4-1 is no1 complete. 

Recommenhtion: Modify Table 4-1 Column 4. Column 4 should 
at least reflect the elements of all nine major radionuclides: 
Americium, Cesium, Cobalt, Europium, Plutonium, and Strontium, 
although McAnhur and Mead (RDP Repon #3, 1987) also 
measured several other radionuclides in the surficial soils. 

v 1. p 4-106, li 15-16 Rublem: Nowhere in McArthur's (1991) report is the inventory at 
Sedan Crater explicitly estimated as 328 Ci. In fact, in Area IO, the 
total inventory from the nine mapr radionuclides is 304 Ci with I2 
Ci more f i n d  at Sedan 6om o t h a  manmade radionuclides. 

Rccommendotion: Simply remove this sentence since it is not 
important to the argument or adjust the statement to retlect 
accurate information. 

v I ,  p 4-1 10, li 29-32 Roblem Tritium decay is incomctly calculated from 18.570 Ci to 
3,200 Ci &a 5 years. 
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Rceonuncndnfiox Consider the following correction: tritium has 
a 12.3-year half-life and would decrease to 75.4 percent of its 
original amount afIer 5 years. Thus, 18.570 Ci of tritium decay to 
14.000 Ci d e r  5 years. 

v 1, p 4-1 10. li 29 to Rubtern The interpretation of the work by Borg et ul. (1976) is 
v I, p 4-1 1 I, li 7 inappropriate considering the current knowledge of nuclear testing 

conducted by the United States. The numbers published by Borg et 
al. (1976, p'100-102)whichareusedintheselin~oftheNTSEIS 
are the result (i.e., activation and fission products) of a fission yield 
except for the tritium component. Although activation of trace 
lithium in the NTS ground would be the major contributor of 
tritium from a fission detonation, the authors were aware that a 
significant amount oftritium would be produced from a 
thermonuclear device because it is one of the primary fuels in the 
core. In other words, tritium is no longer the result of trace 
amounts of lithium in the ground from a fission detonation, but 
rather, tritium is purposefully produced in mass in the core of a 
thermonuclear device to provide the fuel for hion reactions. For 
this reason, the NTS EIS and Borg et d. (1976) are essentially 
comparing apples and oranges when they simply add a tritium 
component to a fission yield. 

Recommendnlion: When considering the Radiological Source 
Term, one should be very careful to estimate the fission and fusion 
contributions separately since the physics involved are very 
different. The primary purpose of the Borg el 01. (1976) document 
was to analyze contaminant migration and I do not believe that their 
results were intended to be applied to the characterization of a 
thermonuclear device as the NTS EIS has applied their work. This 
is best evidenced by quoting from the Borg er ol. (1976) document 
and putting to light the rigor of their tritium "calculations:' 

"The amount of tritium deposited below or near the water table at 
NTS through lune 30, 1975, can be crudely estimated. It is about 
IO kg at Pa$ute Mesa and about 3 kg at Yucca Flat. The amount at 
Frenchman Flat is negligible. These. values are for the 78 tests 
detonated below the water table or with a cavity radius below the 
water table. These estimates are probably accurate to within a 
factor of 2 or 3 but should not be construed as a definitive catalog 
oftritium deposited at NTS.".(Borger al., 1976, p 103) 

Therefore, I suggest removing tine 27 (p 4-1 IO) through line 7 (g 
4-1 1 I) in which this rather obfuscated and possibly incorrect 
treatment of the Radiological Source Term is exemplified, and end 

2 

6 
9 

lo I 
11 

the xd ion  with the non-contentious statement of the preceding 
l i :  "The source term includes numerous isotopes that are both 
short-lived and long-lived." 

v I, p 4-1 1 I, li 1-7 h b / m  The basis ofthe total underground radioactivity of 300 
million curies (including a reference citation) has not been clarified. 
Thuq it is not clear in this paragraph which considerations are 
connected t o  the work of Borg et ul. (1976): the estimate itself or 
the uncertainty m the estimate. In either case. the previous 
commem still applies: the Borg er d. (1976) work alone is not 
appropriate to determine parameters of the total underground 
radiological source term, especially tritium. 

Rcmmmcndution: The basis (e.& methodology and calculations) 
of the 300 miltion curies should be made available to the public and 
open scientific community for review. This would mean releasing 
an unclassified vasion of the reference. 1 invoke the words of a 
truly eminent scientist to aid in the argument against classification. 
The foUowing are excerpts from Better a Shield Than a Sword, by 
Edward Teller (1987). 

"Today, sccrecy has become a terrible destructive force in our society. 
My postwar efforts to reverse the process have not afFected its devastating 
spread. I am unhappy that I had anything to do with its beginnings: 

Science thrives on openness: Researchers should, and.oAen must, 
share their findings. 

Security regulations have helped drive a wedge betwan our 
universities and our military rescarch and devdopment effort. 

Under present rules, research done in our national laboratories cannot 
be fully shared with avilian industries. When we fail to expose people to 
problems they wuld help solve, we remain unaware of the loss. We now 
have millions ofclassified technical documents. We also have falling 
productivity. Rapid progress cannot be reconciled with central control and 
secrecy. The limitations we impose on ourselves by rejtricting information 
are far greater than any advantage others could gain by copying our ideas. 

In addition, by tainting science with secrecy. an unfortunate public 
attitude is perpetuated: Science is nobodfs business but the scientists'. 
Today. Science and technology are pm'ofthe life-support system of the 
world. Encouraging the development o fa  scientifically literate public is of 
primary importance to everyone's well-being. 

Secrecy is not compatible with science, but it is even less compatible 
with democratic procedure. Two bndred years ago James Madison said, 
'A popular government without popular information, or the means of 
acquiring it, is but a prologue to a farce or a tragedy, or perhaps both." 
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ORGANIZATION 4 (CONTINUED) 

Recornmendahn: Since tritium migration could be a compliance 
problem after the IO-year time frame (see Comments 28 and 33, 
below), this statanent under the Turpose" heading of the 
document should accurately convey the narrow scope of the 
evaluation. 'I suggest re-writing this part ofthe sentence as follows: 
"evaluation ofthe potential emironmental impacts, over the next 10 
years, associated with the various altemative uses of the NTS. . . .' 

Ptoblcrn: The hTS EIS does not evaluate all ofthe various 
alternative uses of the NTS. e.g., public exposure in released-land 
scenarios (Alternative 4) which would most likely contain the 

v 1, Ap H, p 1-1, 
li 15-18 

. 
highest risk scenarios to members of the public. 

Recommenddon: Re-write the Sentence to accurately convey that 
only the more likely alternatives in which members of the public do 
not have access to NTS land in the next IO years are being 
evaluated 8s follows: Vt is the intent that this ElS  serve as a 
support tool for policy makers and stakeholders by providing an 
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts, over Ihe next IO 
years. assoCiated with the more likely alternative uses ofthe NTS 
and its resources that are being considered by the DOE." I feel that 
this re-write tmfy captures the intent of the DOE in writing the 
NTS EIS. 

Roblem The lead sentence of this section of the document again 
misses the important nuances mentioned in the preceding two 
comments. 

RecornmendaIi0n.- Re-Write the lead sentence as follows: "The 
purpose of this report is to provide an assessment of the human 
health and d e t y  impacts, over the next IO years, associated with 
program activities performed under the more likely alternatives 
being considezed in the NTS EIS.' 

Roblem: This lead line under 'General Risk Assessment 
Concepts' is incomplete. A general risk assessment has the 
following components: . 

SOURCE->TRANSPORT->EXPOSURE->DOSE~~SK 

The component of "exposure' is missing from the general concept 
of risk assffsment. 

Rero-n&m: Rewrite the lead Line to indude "eqwsure:" 

6 
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ORGANIZATION 4 (CONTINUED) 

"Risk assessment is a multidisciplinary subject requiring.the 
identification of vents (scenarios) with the potential for a failure 
that could lead to an undesirable outcome. A general risk 
assessment contains the following five components: the prediction 
of the source contaminants subject to release and their 
concentrations; the description of environmental transport; the 
determination of exposure pathways to assault the body; the 
calculation of internal and external dose; and the extrapolation of 
this dose to human health effects.." 

. . 

v 1, Ap H, p 2-3 Roblern: The purpose of Section 2.1.2.1 entitled "Radioactive 
Decay and Fission" is not clear. I understand and agree with the 
,importance of explaining radioactive decay. However. mentioning 
fission with regard to nuclear electric power production is 
inappropriate for the NTS. In addition, if the goal of this section is 
to explain nuclear ieactions such M fission to the public, then an 
equally important (if not more important) reaction relevant to 
Radiological Efkcts is the fusion reaction. 

Recommenddon: Rename Section 2.1.2.'1 'Nuclear Reactions: 
Radioactive Decay, Fission, and Fusion" and i n m  the following 
paragraph at page 2-3, line 22: 

"Fusion is the process whereby two light nuclei, e.& a deuteron and a 
triton (nuclei of heavy hydrogen isotopes), collide and fuse together to 
form one heavier nucleus and one lighter nucleus. In the process, mass is 
lost and converted to energy.' This nuclear reaction is  the process which 
actually energizes the sun. The amount of energy released per pound of 
heavy hydrogen h i o n  is about four times as much as the amount of energy 
released per pound of uranium or plutonium fission. The large yield 
(greater than IO0 kilotons) nuclear tests conducted at the NTS are 
probably based on the fusion reaction. Because tritium (a radioactive 
isotope) is produced in the core of the device as a &I for the detonation, 
there is predicted to be large amounts of tritium I& in the cavity of the 
large yield tests." 

v 1, Ap H, p 2-14, 
li 29 

Roblem: Collective dose is report in units of run. 

Recornrnendnlion: ,Change the kvo occurrences of "rem" to 
"persowrem." 

v I ,  Ap H, p 2-16, Proble? The GeoTrans (1995, a and b) references are not in the 
li 24 and p 2-1 7, li 11 Public Reading Facility on Losee Road $ N. Las Vega, NV, BS of 

April 17,1996. Mary Ellen Giampaoli of the DOE haicontended 
that the references are there. But I had this rechecked by Cynthia 

I 
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Detriment 

I -  

Area \ public well I (278) I ( 2 . 0 ~  I@? I ( 1 . 0 ~  10'9 I ( 4 . 6 ~  10.") 
CNTA I 8 11 I SIlO- '  I 2 x loJ 

~~ 

Recommendation: I also recommend reporting the risk values 
with only one significant figure to emphasize that order of 
magnitude is the most reliance that can be placed on their 
determination. 

, .  

. 

28 v I,  Ap. H, p 5-1, 
li 23-27 

Problem: The migration offritium-contaminaied groundwater 
fiom Yucca Flat to Mercury does not wen closely approximate the 
maximum health risks to a public individual fiom underground 
testing within the NTS boundaries. Since the reference which 
contains the calculations is currently not available in the Public 
Reading Facility (see Comment 20, above), I could not determine 
the reason other federal reports were neglected such as the UNL. 
report by Daniels; J: 1.. editor, el 01.. "Pilot Study Risk Assessment 
for Selected Problems at the Nevada Test Site," UCRL-LR- 
113891, Lawrence LivermoreNational Laboratory, June, 1993, 
which estimates the dose at the boundary of Area 20 to a member 
ofthe public drinking the tritium-confaminated water as 14 rem 
(not only is this dose nine orders of magnitude different from the 
NTS EIS values. but it is also above compliance levels). In 
addition, the dose to the nearest residential community, Oasis 
Valley, had a dose of 0.008 rem. This value is still five orders of 
magnitude higher than the NTS EIS dose at'Mercury although 
probably within safe standards. 

Rec~mmcndntion: Use federally sponsored studies containing 
worst case scenarios of tritium-contamination to members of the 
public. These scenarios (c.g., Pahute Mesa to Oasis Valley) are 
probably not those analydng migration from Yucca Rat to the 
boundary near Mercury. NV, as given in the NTS EIS. 
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v I ,  Ap H, p 5-1. 
li 25-29 

v'l ,  Ap H, p 5-3, 
Li.3-8 

v 1, AP Y P 5-3, 
li 17-22 

v 1, AP Y P 5-3, 
li 29-3 1 

W l e m  The EPA's Clean Drinking Water Act sets the level of 
tritium in 'clean" water at 20,000 pCiL In addition, tritium exists 
in the M S  groundwater due to natural causes at levels which are 
easily detectable (on the order of 10s of pCi). Thus. to give risk 
numbers for a clearly ai? mitrimus tritium concentration (the value is 
actually never given in the NTS EIS but is infmed to be less than 1 
@in) leads to insignificant risks such as 1.5 x 10". This risk 
value assumes a Linear, NsThreshold Dose-Response Curve which 
is not uniformly accepted in the scientific c o m n i t y .  For example, 
since insufficient epidemiological data exists to say anything about 
health risk at doses below 5 r d y r  or liferime dose below IO rem, 
some subscribe to a threshold limit. Currently, a range of risks 
which include the likely possibility of zero adverse health effects is 
proposed by the Health Physics Society. 

Recommendation: Ifthe Yucca Flats to Mercury scenario is 
chosen to estimate risk to members ofthe public, it.could be 
dismissed 89 below some screening level, &en if that screening 
level is 0.OOO 1 of the EPA's 'clean' water standard. 

Problem: A tritium concentration of 280 @in is still below the 
screening level I propose. 

Rccomntcndution: If such a low concentration is to be considered, 
it should at least give a range for risk which includes the likely 
possibility of zero adverse health effects. 

Roblcm: The NTS EIS is again considering tritium concentrations 
below 1 pci. 

Recommendation: Same as Comment 29, ab0.k. 

h b l c m -  The NTS EIS is again considering tritium concentrations 
below 1 pci. 

Recommendation: Same as Comment 29. above. 

Roblem Radioactive decay should be properly considered to give 
the calculation scientific validity. This is important because the 
tritium concentration (120 million pCi) in this case is significant 
and well above compliance standards even when decay is 
considered. 

11 
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A p r - 1 0 - 9 6  03:33P DP34 NEPA Offlco G palm fa^ 202 586 0282 

Mr. w. 8. Andrcwr 
Hany Reid Centcr for Envimnmcncal Studies 
4505 Maryland Pnrlnvay 
Box 4J4009 
Las Vegas, h'cradr 89151-4009 

Dear Mr. Andrews: 

When you met wth Acting Under Scanary Grumbly and me 011 April 3.1%. 
you discussed an issue with Rgard to the Environmental Impact Statemem (EIS) 
for the Nevada Tea Site (NTS) and ofl-site L0;ations in the State of h'cvpda 
which :s king prepared by the Wce of Defense Rogmns (DP) with the 
cooperaion of several other Depatunmt of Enugy (DOE) offices. Because DP is 
the lead office for the EIS. I tdd Mr. Grumbly that 1 would respond to y w  
wmmcnts regard+ the wlcul~tion of the roil burden o f  rdiaaon that resulted 
from the undersound nuciear rests wnducted at thc Nevada Ten Site. 

You commented that Mr. Anthony liechnnova had no1 been able to get enough 
informa!ion from the DOE to continn the results of woA on B doctoral thesis. We 
contacted personnel O f t h e  Nevada Operations OLfice. but have not been able IO 
verify who ha been contacted by Mr. Hechanova 

With regard to an evaluation ofthe calculations by WE, we have not condwed 
M evaluation, as no one we concacred at rhe Nevada Operations office has seen 
the model which led to the calcul~onr  nor the ~alculatcd r c s h .  

DOES cumnt analysis regarding Ihe d i o b @ c  inverumy is in &e draA E& 
which has been with the public sincc F h a r y  2. 1996. Specific dweafes  of 
intcresc to you would be: pa&= 4-3 thnr 4-9. psragraph 4.1.1. Land Use; -4- 
IOOthru4-111. para.4.1.4.2Gwlogy;aodpae~615Pthn,6163, 
BBplOLoGlC SOUR 

I MI aware of your orgmi7atim'r iuork with shldicr for  he WanrpaWion of low 
l e d  w a c  for the US. We would like to pursue the i s m s  you r d  IO m u l e  
that the EIS i s  as acunate as possible. We am m i m i n g  and immpra:ing 
comments and questions from the public until May 3.19%. bur to h e  we hjvc no 

CES IN GROUNDWATER. 
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4pr-10-96 03:34P OPS4 NEPA O f I i c a  G Palmpr 202 5 8 6  0282 

record of hamg received comments from you or hk. Heehanora- Plarrroenprct 
Dr. Donald R. €ne. rhe Rogram Manager for the NTS UY at 702-29s.5844 to ; 
funher discuss the insun you raid. L-. 

Sincerely. 
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to uy W ~ S  m o a  I me NID. memom nmgm mat wc ca~at s p a  tor me crrmc 
mmmunity. To funhcr b d e n  our undersanding of th public's knvs on Wit program. 
lherefm. many CAB p a t i c i t s  actively solicii input from o k  citizen p u p s  OT 
individuals. While we're hopeful that these inmaaiOm witb ahar enbarn w undasrandii 
of community co-, DOE mw also c~mider carefully aber citinm vicwpoino. 

In addition to our mmmem. wc have also indudcd a dicarrrioll of the p- that Chc CAB 
employed in ihc minvofthc dmuncm. We're hopcrul that chis maybe of benefit mother S i  
Specific Advisory Bcardr and review groups that an paniciptihg in similar rwkw activities. 

- . .  
i 

w r . , r r . u u l r ,  -".Ian, -u tu 

Nevada Test Site R o p m  
u 

Attachment 

cc: C A B M e m k n  
Ex off150 Membas 
Earlc Dixon. UNLVMRC 
Kevin Rohm. DOUAMEM 
Admin- reand 
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THE COMMUNITY ADVISORY BOARD FOR NEVADA TEST SITE PROCRAMS 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

REVIEW PROCESS 

Bafkgrrmnd 

Ihe CAB has rrcognizcd that thc miear of the N& Test Site m) Envirwuncntal Impact 
Statement (€IS) is one of our most imporent tasks. The review of an US w i t h i  a public 
comment period, usually 90 days, however. can be a formidable task. 

With voluntary groups such as thc Community A d v i  Board (CAB) for Nevada Tat S i a  
p"srams. thc review process kcows even more d i f f i l t .  B a i  the rather subnantial timc 
nqulnd to'revicw a document of thii size and complexity. thc approval of a final. o f f d  
statement from thc CAB must also clear a numbs of procedural hurdla. Fa example. final 
approval must OCLIUT at a nodad &ng with. appmprhr~ly. the opportunity for comment by 
individuals and organizatioru. To emure tha~ 111 CAB members, and oihcn. have the ability to 
provide informed input to Ihe EIS it also quires the pnparation of a dtati respome document 
in advanoc of the final m i e w  meeting. 

To m e a  these demands a procru was dcvelapcd. duadcd in rubreqwnt reniom, to fpcilimtc 
a relatively comprrhenrire review of thc EIS. 

Ddlniclon of Key Program Topb 

It a apparent that. because ofthc sizeofthe EIS document. and the amount of time available 
for thc rcvicw of the documt, mmmnts  from the CAB would. as mucb as pouiile. be limited 
to major itsua. Memben. howcw.  WCIC enmuraged to provide ac much detailed mmmcm 
ac polrible. . 

To asin in srmchuing the review p r a m .  k y  proenm artas withi thc NIS EIS w a t  
idanifrd. assigned. and mvicwcd for specif= comment. Thes WCIC determined to be: 

1. l%c four 'Alcanativa p d  (No A& &qmdcd Use, ea.) 
2. Thc five elemum evaluated within eDch a l e  loQmUprogrmrrc. WPITC 

rmnagcmmt. mviroMlmrnl Momfion. nondtfaue R & 0. wkfor &nJ 
3. Otha mpica c o v d  unda separste EIS doauptno (Native A e .  Health and 

Safety. hpormtion.  and R*lctra Management tyue included PP pan of the EIS 
review). 

iv 



ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

n e  Rcvirw R.ocss 

TlK prmJs developed was a3 folloars: 

1) 'Ihc €IS Subamuaitm. w h i i  was orpized to cvaluaat 0 t h  Environmental 
AssesswnB (EA). and EIS'S. d b m i  the wrldoad. 

A. Subannmiaca.~slrallyco~ing~afourmcmbcrs.annorgan~toreview 

8. othurrevinvedeachofthcmdepududdaumean. 
each of the Alrcrnativespnsenrrd in mc EIS. 
I.  'IbCCAB'sTmmpormo . n Subcommince revicwcd thc h p o & n  Study. 
2. Native A h  ~ r w p r  cvaltamd the aaesnaEy of tbc Amaican Indian 

3. A companion Smay groupuamiaed thc HcaW and safety study. 
4. 'Ibe US subcommittee reviewed the Fnvnew~ for Ruwrcc Manqunau .  

C. A common famat w a ~  aevtlopad far the review ofthc Altrmativu. 
1. A mix was formulaced to organize the rapo=ofthe group. 

docurnun 

2. A comment maaix fonnatwac dcvtloped so that specif% comments could 
be l i  to facilitate Rv*ar by DOE. 

2) Thc review was complmd by the i n d i i  g m q ~  and syncntsi by tbc US 
S u b m i t r e e .  
A. Sevaal Bcrrd rnmbas took che initiative ofobtaining WIIItttCIIB fmm aha citizcm 

B. opportunity for publi input was pmvidcd at CAB monthly meetings. and at Oma 
DOE public EIS meetings held in sevaal bcatiom in Ncvadaand o n  in Utah. 

ann held to furtha refine the f d  review. 

a Citizen gmups. 

3) Several otha CAB commiace 

4) The CAB o f k i i l y  approved the dofum~m at its May 1.1996 momhly meeting prior to 
me cad of the DnR m US awnmempaiod (May 3.1996). 

ImomLcnrnrd 

In performing the m L w  a number of lasom MR I d  that can guide the CAB'S fuw 
aaions in evaluating documents. 'Iluse may be of me to other ~ro l rp~  conducting similar 
reviews. Thc comments could possibly provide som imigat to mC DOE in ~~sisung 
ommunities in lhci rcvitw effam. 

1) Because of mhtivcly bridperiod Capubh comment, it is important that all 
Tbii Wlll available - be employed. and innovDtivc dutiorrc k anrridaed. 

requk ysinarre from mC local DOE off-. 

V 
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2) ThC DOE should mkasc draft review dowmcntr as carly as pouiblc. 'Ibe ability to 
review the proposed Tnmpmion shuly.was cspaially useful for the NIS CAB. In 
addition to providing more review time. it also providca a gnatcr oppprmnny for 
inttraaion with the DOE staff. 

3) A CAB should taLe advantage of tbe UpCniSt of otba organizatkm. 'Networking' the 
review with other committees and advirory groups can askt in building thc cornmiace's 
lolowledge on issues. ar well ar ensure rubotantivt mrhw by 'upats' on i nddua l  
top=. 

4) I n f d  meetings should be held witb the DOE staff who produce specific d i e s .  Ihc 
DOE should provide a list of these individuals and make them available qmn requa 
In addition to the potential for a betlu comprchemion of a topical ana, informal 
meetings also provide an esrly opportunity for the DOE to gain a dirm a m l l o s  of a 
cittz.cn w community's viewpoim. 

5) Thc judgements and othu assumptiom undalying some of the d s i i o m  offaed should 
be questioned if necessary. While this seems fairly selfcvident the pubk is often 
intimidated by 'upcnr.' Makc sure the expua clcarly explain thei information and 
reasons. '~YIc intent of an EIS is to develop a document that will provide rbe avuagc 
citizen with undcr~tablc information about issues. which can be uscd to develop 
rrcommcndatiim for c h o i i  of action on those issues. Wrrh rrspea to the DOE in 
preparing a technical review for inmrponuion in a EIS. try to ~ f l c u  on pmetha the 
information presented will be u m l e  to Ihc avuage citiin. 

6) Do notassumc that all of the issuu necd tobensolved in the US. while it is i m p o m  
that substantive issues be dcfincd during the comment period. the US is thc fvst stcp in 
u m r d  the nsolution of many key issues. 'Ibe Rmmi of lkciiion should notc those 
irsues requiriq funhcr work. 

7) U t i l i  as many of an a d v i i  board's members as possible. Organize board munkn 
to review smaller s&om of the single large document and then consolidarc scaiom into 
one collective mview document. 

8) Complete the review within the allotted time frame. While the fcdual govmuncnt often 
giants extension of tim to allow for additioaal input into NEPA documenB. they arc 
gcaaally M nquircd to do so. Compk thc review withii the allottcd time span. 

vi 
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ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

These comments were incorporated in previous Organization 5 responses. 

' Memorandum 

To: CAB EIS Subcommittee 

From: Alternative 1 Committee 

Date: April 4, 1996 

Subject: Preliminary NTS EIS Comments 

The Alternative 1 Committee (Diane Cravotta, Connie Sik ins,  Joanne Stockhill, 
and Jim Henderson) and Earie Dixon did not formally meet to develop comments. 
Diane and Earle did meet on 4/3/96 from 2:30-430 pm to discuss the development 
of EIS comments using the spreadsheet format. Connie gave some written 
comments for Alternative 1 to be included in the committee's work. Diane talked 
with Joanne about her comments and these are also Included. Jim Henderson 
relinquished his responsibility to comment since he was an author of the EIS. 

PRELIMINARY COMMENTS 

Al . l  m: under scenario one, the EIS states that underground testing 
activities would continua as they were 3-5 years ago. Readiness to test 
under this alternative should be planned with consideration of current, world 
political conditions that have changed over the past 3-5 years. 

Al.2 Batapse: (occupational & public health & safety) If under scenario two the 
President directs the DOE to resume underground testing, the amount of 
nuclear bomb material (weapons grade plutonium) stored at the NTS should 
be minimized. 

Al.3 m: If under scenario nnro the President directs the DOE to resume 
underground testing, there should be no testing of nuclear weapons at or 
below the water table. 

Al.4 w: (occupational & public health & safety) page 34, sentences 9-10, 
if special nuclear materials tasting is to be done at the Tonopah Test Range, 
then stakeholders must be Informed and included in the planning to ensure 
containment and minimize impacts to the public.. 

' 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

A1.5 GeolpaYlSLUlS ' : 'seismic motion, disturbance, and contamination negatively 
impact the environment during underground test activities of the Defense 
Program. 

A1.6 m: under the first scenario, the destruction of damaged nuclear 
weapons should be clarified so that stakeholders do not think that damaged 
weapons may be destroyed by detonation at the NTS. 

Al .7 yaste -: the Greater Confinement Disposal pilot program should 
be presented to stakeholders and the Implications for greater than class C 
waste to be managed at the NTS. 

Al.8 Waste: stakeholders need to be educated about the different 
classes of LLW especially greater than class C waste as part of any public 
involvement plan for waste management. 

A1.9 ' : the prioritization of CAUs should agressively 
Involve stakeholders In the process. 

A3.10 I i : stakeholders should be presented with the plan 
and calendar of events for the cleanup of DNA CAUs. 

programs at the NTS should continue on a regular basis. 
~ 1 . 1 1  Qdtural Resour(;gg : Natlve American consultation end involvement with EM 
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ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

Page 2 of Connie Simklns comments for Alternative 3: 

Biological Resources 
Again protect what is presently in healthy condition at NTS, do not 

manage for an environmental showcase. Use reason and prudence in priorities. 

Air Ouallty and Climate 
Continue to monitor and adjust on a case-by-case basis viewing man and 

new technology as top prlority. 

Noise 
Expanded uses will contain more noise levels, probably not to en 

unacceptable level, just an increase in what is there today. This expansion of noise 
levels is acceptable as monitored and adjusted site specific. 

Visual Resources 
Do not obtain visual or viewsheds to lockup the mountain tops to the 

exclusion of other current and potential future uses. Locking up viewsheds should 
not be done. 

Cultural Resources 
Restrict collections and studies by students and researchers unless 

specific and managed by Native American tribes consensus. 

Occupational and Public health and safety 
Maintain currant programs for monitoring air and water and soil 

movements and changes. Keep in effect nalning and common sense to guard 
everyone’s safety while learning how to more effectively use what we know to be 
safe at NTS 

Bill - call me if you have any questions. Thanks. 

2 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

Memorandum 

To: CAB €IS Subcommlttae 

From: Alternative 3 Committee 

Date: March 26, 1996 

Subject: Preliminary NTS €IS Comments 

The Alternative 3 Committee (Bill V., Richard N.. Chris E., & Frank T.1 and Earle 
Oixon met on 3/25/96 from 3-5 pm to discuss their part of the EIS document. The 
committee input was generated from Bill, Richard, and Earie. Chris left at 4 pm and 
Frank Tussing was not Informed of meeting but was out of town. Chris said he 
would provide input later. A call is in to Frank to get his input. 

PRELIMINARY COMMENTS 

A3.1 r : the solar program would have the greatest, negative 
impact on this pan of the environment. Eased on Impact to the visual 
resource, it is preferable to locate the solar program at the NTS. 

A3.2 : all activities under Ahernative 3 appear to impact Native 
American cultural resources in soma manner. Native American people 
should be involved and consulted in programs of major land disturbance so 
they can monitor their sites and manage the protection of their heritage as 
much as posslble. 

A3.3 w: a cumulative comparison table of the five major program 
categories and their calculated land use areas and affected environment 
areas is needed for the reader to understand the land use impacts of 
Alternative 3. 

A3.4 bend Upe: the solar program if located at the NTS offers the greatest, 
negative impact on this pan of the environment because of the loss of 
natural habitat. Location of the solar program at the NTS is the least 
advantageous of the proposed sites. Location of the solar program in a dry 
lake bed will have less of an impact on existing land use and existing natural 
habitat. 

1 
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ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

To: CAB EIS Subcommittee 

From: Alternative 4 Committee 

Date April 19. 1996 

Subject: 2nd Preliminary NTS EIS Comments 

2nd Preliminary Comments 

A4.1 Land USe/AirSDaCe: 

areas previously designated as nuclear test zones and nuclear and 
high explosive test zones vould be designated as Nondefense 
Research and Development Program testing zones. If the nev Solar 
Enterprise Zone activities are to occur at the NTS. the folloving 
questions will apply: 

Under the Nondefense Research C Development Program, Land 

1. Identify the estimated size of land to be set-aside for the 

2. Identify the level of contamination to the proposed land 

SEZ . 

site(s): - Type of contaminated materials - Depth of subsurface contamination 
3. Identify the specific technology and equipment that vi11 be 

used to cleanup the proposed site(=). 

4. Identify the level of "hov clean is clean. will the proposed 
site(s) be for the construction and operation of the SEZ. 

5.  Identify the estimated time-frame 6. cost for the folloving: - Cleanup of the proposed site(s) - Construction and development of the SEZ - Annual operational cost of the SEZ 
Under the Work for Others Program, the restricted airspace 

that overlies the NTS vould be relinquished and vould be 
available for commercial and general aviation use. 

1. Identify tha average number of flights per veek. associated 
vith the Defense Program and the Work for Others Program, that 
utilize the airspace over the NTS and the surrounding communities 
for the fiscal years 94l .95'  and 9 6 ' .  - Identify the size of aircrafts; class of aircrafts: And 

type of aircrafts. associated vith the Defense Program and 
Work for Others Program 

2. Identify the estimated number of commercial and general 
aircraft that are anticipated to occupy the airspace over the NTS 
and the surrounding communities on a veekly basbs. - Identify the size of aircraft(s)t Class of aircraft(s)r 

And types of aircraft that vill be permitted to occupy the 
airspace over the NTS and land at the NTS. 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

3 .  Per Volume 1, Chapters 1-9. Part B. page 5-219. line 5: 
describe the difference between commercial aviation use and 
general aviation use. 

monitor/control aircraft occupying airspace and landing at the 
NTS . 
Also. identify the category of flight controllers and the 
number of flight controllers and support staff at the NTS. 

5. Identify the anticipated enhancements to the current 
technologies that vill be needed at the NTS to monitor/control 
future aircraft occupying airspace and landing at the NTS. 
Also. identify the anticipated number of flight controllers 
and support staff required for the nev influx of aircrafts. 

6. Identify the estimated annual cost to monitor/control 
aircraft occupying airspace and landing at the NTS. 

4. Identify the current technology being used at the NTS to 

A4.2 TransDortation/Waste Nanaacment: 

Under the Waste Kanagement Program, identify the types of 
containment casks and the type of vehicles that vlll be used to 
transport Transuranic Waste/Kixed Transuranic waste off-site to 
the WIPPs facility. 
Also. identify the types of containment apparatus and type of 
vehicles that vi11 be used to transport Lov-Level Liquid 
Waste/nixed Liquid Waste from their source of generation to the 
Liquid Waste Treatment Facilities. 

types of containment apparatus and type of vehicles that vi11 be 
used to transport contaminated soils and materials to storage and 
disposal facilities at the NTS. 

anticipated that a substantial increase in traffic vill occur at 
the NTS. 

1. Identify the proposed Infrastructure development and 
enhancements 
influx Of daily trips within the NTS. 
Also, identify the associated cost relative to the 
infrastructure development. 

Under the Work for Others Program, it.is anticipated that a 

Under the Environmental Restoration Program. identify the 

Under the Nondefense Research C Development Program. it is 

. *  

that will be needed in order to handle the major 

substantial increase in traffic will occur at the NTS. 

1. Identity the proposed infrastructue development and 
enhancement vork that vi11 be needed in order to handle the 
major influx of daily trips at the NTS. 



ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

A4.3 Socioeconomics: 

Under the Defense Program and the Work for Others Program 
employment loses would occur affecting both direct and secondary 
jobs. 

1. 1den;ify DOE'S contingency plans for picking up those 
displaced workers in an effort to reduce and /Or eliminate 
the unemployment rate. 

A4.4 Geoloav h Soils: 

Under the Environmental Restoration Program, the activities 
are anticipated to result in adverse impacts to geologic media, 
processes and/or resources. Based on the Defense Program. Waste 
Uanagement Program. and Work for Others Program. the geology h 
soils vould be negatively impacted if environmental restoration 
activities were not forthcoming quickly to avoid any increase in 
soil erosion and contaminated dust from infiltrating the 
surrounding areas. 

1. Identify the areas or locations that vi11 be selected for 

2. Identify the sq. miles that mill be cleaned up and restored. 

3. Identify the time-table. estimated start/completion dates. 

4. Describe the technology and equipment that vi11 be used for 

environmental restoration. 

for cleaning up and restoring each area or location. 

sitets) clean up. 

5. Identify the level of how clean is clean for each location. 

A4.5 Surface RYdroloaY 6. Croundvater: 

Under the Haste Uanagement Program. identify the safety 
features emplacm to prevent the storage and processing of 
Lov-Level and/or nixed Liquid Waste from migrating into the 
groundwater. 

A4-6 Bioloaical Resources: 

plans. for the development of nev methods for tho safe and 
environmentally sound disposition of high explosives in area 11 
and other possible areas at the NTS. 

process to be used and the length of time it vould take for DOE 
to revegetate an area after the cleanup is complete. . 

Under the Waste Uanagement Program identifp DOE'S near future 

Under the Environment Restoration Program, identify the 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

Under the Nondefense Research h Development Program. identify 
DOE'S precautionary steps to minimize the destruction of the 
ecosystem within the proposed solar Enterprise Zone. 

A4.7 Air Quality h Climate: 

Under the five programs. identify to vhat level the air 
quality will be affected. 

A4.8 

Under. the five programs.identify the off-site noise level 
. based on.the increase of NTS activities. 

A4.9 Visual Resources: 

Under the Nondefense Research h Development Program, identify 
DOE'S plans for managing the SEZ. i f  the zone is located off-site 
at either Eldorada Valley. Dry Lake, or Cgyote Springs. 

Will DOE assume all liabilities that would negatively affect the 
surrounding property values, due to visible obstruction of V h V S  
and eyesores to the landscapes. 
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Connie Simkins comments on Volume 2 Framework for Resource Management Plan 
January 1996 dmft EIS for NTS 
March 1,1998 

There Is a public perception that there is no difference between the Air Force. 
Depamnent of Energy, BecMel, or BLM. They are all thought of a 'governmar. All 
of these have maintained a certain level of secrecy in their operatjons about what was 
being done at NTS. Perfea m p l e  is Area 51. Much of the public opinion comes 
from the treatment ofthe persons who contracted carices because ofthe above 
,ground nuclear testing that sent radiation over Lincoln County adversely affecting the 
health of residents here. 

We were told the test were 'safe' yet we still have people diang of radiation related 
reasons. People who were employed on areas of the test site were kicked off, 
miners, hunters. ranchers. casual uses completely stopped. We were told in the 
beginning that the restrictions would last only as long as the military needed the area 
from mining for W d d  War 11. Well we all know how long ago that was over and the 
m i l i  and DOE still have control over the NTS area, plus they are extending that 
contml to include the View shed' concepts in many areas. 

I think we must be most careful in Seming priorities on how to manage NTS. There 
should be a direct balance between protecting the natural r e s o w  on NTS and 
allowing the existing activities to continue and new USBS to be established. Man 
should have first priority, technology development and related economic development 
should be ernphesized. 

Do not manage for an environmental showcase. Take a look at where the plant and 
animals species are now and how healthy these populations are. Alternative 1 says 
the Pahute Mesa and Yucca Flat m a s  will continue to be used for 'weapons 
readiness' tests. Ok then kok at the rest of the NTS and see where the sensitive 
plants and animak are now and make plans so these populations win maintain 
healthy lev&. not expanded. not eliminated, - a true balance as nature intended It 

It is OK to manage for biodiversity but put a sense of reality into the plans to allow 
future economic development and expansions. Make sure ewsystem management is 
not just a tool for DOE, &&el, DOE to saw their jobs. A Jot of papewark. studies, 
reviews, plans, and dudfling can go into a c o m p l i i  ecosystem management. Put 
common sense into it Make it real. We must put in a practical sensible function of 
'how dean is clean'. Make sum Mure plans don't make things worse by bying to 
clean something up and move it, rather than dealing with it safely on site. Take 
things on a site by site and case by case basis, rather than painbng the whole NTS 
operations by a bmad brush that must be 'ecosystem' managed to the dettiment and 
eliminabon of jobs and chances to develop new ideas to help people. 
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Page 2 3  Table 2-1 Resource issues 

Under Land category - has a USDA Soil Conservation Service son survey been 
done on NTS? This infonnation would apply here if available. 
Water category - what is definition of subsuhce water - how deep - what is 
DOE perception of interconnection of basins of water? 
Page 2 3  Step 3 management actions 
lndude the CAB on lines 24 and 26 as 'other interested patties'. 
Section 3.2 charecteristics of environment 
pages 3-4 and 35 tell us that no species have been destroyed to date as a 
result of operations at NTS and no plant species are endennic (prevalent in or 
peculiar to an area) at NTS. This supports my earlier suggestion to manage 
the area on a site by site specific basis. Look at what is there, mange to keep 
it while allowing current and future uses to Rourish. Is there halogens at NTS? 

Page 3.6 section 3.25. use of natural resources at NTS 
It says not mush of the natural r e s o w  are used for economic, recreational 
or social benefits. Thls Is because people have not been allowed on NTS. 

RMP goals should be established at appropriate scales. Agree we should 
develop compatibility goals for resourc~s of greatest importance and most 
likely to be affected - man - business - status quo priorities. Agree monitoring 
is crudal step to predict impacts and find suitable land uses. 

Quesbon: Page 4-3 section 4.2 site support activiies. When will the maps 
identifying facility and other intrastructure features be available? 

Question: Section 4.5 Water page 45 Why is DOE exempt from State water 
law. DMne what the primary mission activities are? How do Mure plans fit 
into the DOE 'primary mission activities. 7 How are future water need planned 
for? 

Section 4.10 Airspace - Wnh the ban of nuclear tests both above and below 
ground, I see no need to maintsh resttidon over NTS. Yes, I support 
restriction during times of active training at Bombing Range. This is neceSSary 
and desirable. But let the pilots, private and commsrcial ffy over NTS. The big 
lid of secrecy is off now. Travel times and expenses would be greatly 
enhances if pibts did not have to detour around NTS. 

Section 4.11 Socioeconomic page 4%. NTS is not located entirely within Nye 
County. Area 13 straddles the Nye LincolnJme and Area 51 is in Lincoln 
County, plus all the 'viewsheds" taken out of public land status recently are in 
Lincoln County. This is a use solely connected to NTS and lies in Lincoln 
County. 

. .  
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Connie Simkins - comments about Management Framework Plan for NTS EIS 
March 15, 1996 

DOE muSt build the people's hust in government The general public sees DOE, NTS 
conbactor, BLM, Air Force, all as 'govemmenr and not to be trusted. I attended the 
NTS EIS public comment meeting in St George, Utah on March 5, 1996. Eleven 
people offered public comments, ten were distrustful of DOE. One resident offered 
the suggestion DOE build a new freeway from Atlantic to Paci i  that skirted around 
all major population centers, specifically avoiding Virgin River gorge, and rouled 
across Lincoln County to NTS for transportation of all kinds of wastes and operations 
at NTS. 

Put together plans that views man as top priority, technology development, economic 
development Maintain NTS for what is there now. Do not manage for a 
environmentally clean showcase. Some cases it cases more problems and health 
risks to move the contamination than to cover i f  over where it is now. Put mmmon 
sense into all dictions on biodiversity. Take a case by case look at each new ' ' 

operation or dsanup endeavor. 

Make appropriate and compatible goals for resources at NTS. again putting Man at. 
the top of the list, followed by business and maintaining the status quo. 

The MFP is missing the infrastructure maps. Imperative that information be included 
on what is there now to avoid costly delay and duplications. 

Why is DOE exempt from state water law. I recommend we get a definition of 
"primary mission activities', and an explanation on how NTS Mure plans fit into this 
'mission'. Be specific. 

Airspace - new technology being introduced that will allow pilots to fly where they 
want to maximize weather conditions and flight times. I realize ongoing training at 
NTS and Nel l i  range must continue. Dyelop a system that identifies for pilots when 
operations are not going on so commercial and private flihts can take advantage of 
the shortcuts over top of NTS. 

Transportation - develop a specific contract for evwy shipment going into NTS, 
mutes, stops, liabilities, insurances, responsibilities, and accountabilities. 
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Memorandum 

To: CAB EIS Subcommittee 

From: , Connie Simkins 

Date: April 3, 1996 

Subject: Preliminary NTS EIS Comments on Transportation 

1. Transportation is the number one issue of concern for rural Nevada. 

2. There is no inter-relationship between the ongoing EISs: NTS EIS, Yucca 
Mountain Project IYMPI, and Nellis Range Complex INRC) €IS. The outcome of the 

. . . Record of Decision and implementation of the NTS EIS alternatives wlll affect the 
other EISs. It is important to relate to other ElSs affecting the NTS and the 
surrounding lands. 

. 

3. The strong political influence from the Clark County population will influence the 
routing and corresponding risk factors for transportation such that waste will be 
routed outside of the Las Vegas Valley on its way to the NTS.. The rural areas of 
Nevada do not have the political clout to affect the routing of waste through the 
state. 

3. The backroad into the northeast corner of the NTS should be further improved 
by paving to benefit travel conditions, time, and safety for workers and the 
communities. 

4. The transportation study with respect to the NTS EIS can not be deferred to the 
YMP transportation study. The NTS EIS has to include the cumulative impact from 
the NTS, YMP, and NAFR transportation issues. There has to be an integrated 
approach to all transportation issues in and around the NTS. 

5. Rail access study described on pages F-2 and F-3 is erroneous. The proposed 
route for rail from Crestline to Sheep to Panaca to Condor Canyon does not make 
geographical sense. 

6. The transportation study should make sure it includes the study and numbers of 
Lincoln County residents that commute to the NTS by the backroad Gate 700). 
The study should also not forget Nye County resldents that commute to the NTS. 
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Page 2 of Connie Simkins comments on transportation in NTS €IS: 

7. Develop a specific contract for each waste shipment to the M S  that identifies, 
routes, stops, liabilities, Insurances, responslbilitles, end accountabilities. 

8. Alternative 1 does not reeveluate the current weapons testing requirements of 
the nation as they are today. The alternative proposal may be out Of sync with 
today's conditions. 

CLlRK CO. NUC URSTE TEL:702-455-5190 Apr 08'96 7:20 No.002 1 
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April 29.1996 

To: Earle moo. T&hnical Advisor to the Cormmrnity Advisory Board 

Fmn: B i n A n d m v s . P I , N e v s d a ~ ~ R o g r a m  

Subject NRAMP Comnmta on theNTS-EIS Risk Asxssnad 

As per the request ofthe CAB at their Mar& meuing, I have d o s e d  mmmentr horn Tod 
Johnson, Tony Hechanovl and mysclrofthclvRAMp team T o y  madea prrwnration to thc 
CAB at your April 13.1996 
conrmentr The handout 6om thc CAB prrwniatioa rrmy h b e d  in compiling a wnrrmvy 
datanem &om the CAB. My commentsarc similar to thos made by theNRAMF' on the Waste 

rn 

in A m q w a  VaOy NCVSQ to d hir and Tod's 

ManagaentPmg~ammaticEnviroMwntal Impad slstanm 

Please undentand tha thae c o ~ c o I n e h m ~ N R 4 M P  tedurid team manbets 
with the paspedive of our own risk a s s s r m m t o b j ~ a n d  a rcvicw ofextensive data seta 
related to h e  NTS. lhese corncats do not dkt a proja position as they have not been 
approved by the NRAMP working group. Given the prrsrurc of completing OUT prdiminary RiJk 
Awssmcnt. M do not plan to d e  a pacmactoD on the NTS-EIS to the working group. Ac 
wac previously agmd. the CAB will submit h s c  commmts artbdr own and are free to usc than 
i s  developing recommendatioru lo thc DOE for modificntioru to the NTS-EIS. 

We would be pleased to respond to any additional speci6c queststhst pu have 
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These comments were incorporated in previous Organization 5 responses. 

Aplil 17.1898 

Or. oonatd R ob. W o r  
w i  Pmtadiin Division 

Po Box 14459 
Las Vegar. MI 88114 

b a r  Dr. Ule: 

Pmgram (NRAMP) on the Waste Management Programmatic EnviroMlencal lmpad Slatetement 
(OOOEISOZO%~) for your WnsiJeralion'in Ihe NTS Envimnmeniai Impaci Statement ( W E I S  
0243). The majority of the m m e n t s  esk for datifikation of the scope and impacts &led lo the 
transpoctatbn of radioactive waste. lt is appropriate (hat both documents eddmn, theses issuss 
in a consistent manner. 

Major disawpancies between current Nevada lest Sie and other programmetic 
environmental documents related to the ShpmenI and disposal of Low Levd Waste (LLW) 
contribute lo an kohersnt set of federal proposals for pubnc mmmenl. The told number of 
predicted health eRecIs and the percenlags due to radiation eReds am potentially significant in 
oVler documents. 

Spec& preferences for the alternatives described in the NTSElS muld not be 
developed based on the lack of consistent information. II is apparent. however. that h e  high 
cost of devebpment of LLW disposal and treatment faolities al disltibuled localioru and the 
dal ie ty  low costs of transpottation will Gkaly mwll in an inmared need and use of Nevada for 
the disposal of UW. Increased use of rail Irarupmlalbn could significanUy reduce both risk and 
cost for all alternatives empt there is no offsite transportation. 

USDepztIlmentofEnergy 

I om submitling commenb prepared by Ihe Nevada Risk Assessment I Management 

Detailed amments am emlosed. 

Siearely, 

W.B. Andmr 

Haw Reid Center for Environmental Studies 
4505 Magand Parkway Box 450009 Las Vegas. Nevada 891564009 

002) 6953382 Telex 62008164 UNLVNSM FAX (70.21 8%3034 
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Comments on the Nevada Test Site Environmental Impact Statement, 
Appendix I, TransportatioiStudy @OE/EIS 0243) 

April 1996 
Waste Form No Action Decentraked Regionalid Centra l id  

Mired Waste S h i ~  to Hanford 
Low Lcvd No Shipments 5 1 -482 0.5/year out, Public interest is high for transporiation issues. The DOE Nevada Opetations office, 

noted this interest in their efforts to work With members o f h  public. elcded 06cials. Amm'can 
Indian t n i  governments and private issue advocacy groups in the development of a technical 
report on transportation impacts associated with the Nevada Test Site Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE 1995a). These groups expressed concern about continued and possible 
expansion of transportation of low level radioactive was& by truck on public highways in the Las 
Vegas valley. In response to these concerns, the DOE addressed the possible use of alttmative 
uuck routes, construction of rail access to the NTS and intamodd truck/rd shipments to the 
site. 

Tmusurnnic 
Waste 

High Lcvd 
Waste 

Technical Adeauacv of the NTSEIS Docamen1 

This review included a comparison the NTS-EIS to other current DOE environmental 
documents and an evahration of risk management opportunities dated to transportation of 
radioactive wastes Dirvtpanciu identified in current environmental documents related to 
the shipment and disposal of Low Level Waste (LLW) contribute to an incoherent proposal 
from tbe DOE-EM program for public comment. A comprehensive response to the NTS-EIS 
is not possible Without resolution of these discrepancies. 

The NTS-€IS transportation study COE 1995a) describes shipping volumes for Low 
Level Waste (LLW) importation for the next ten years. The EIS land use ease of "continue 
current operations" shows radioactive shipments from I2 offsite locations at a rate of 678 
shipments p a  year. The EIS ease of "expanded use" shows radioactive shipmts  Coming for the 
next 10 yean from 29 offsite locations with an amage annual volume of 3946 shipments per 
Year. 

The Waste Management Progammdc EIS (DOE 1995~) WBS released in September 
1995 The PEIS desaib+s alternative strategies and impacts for the management of wastes from 
ongoing and past DOE operations that are anticipated to be shipped to and h m  various 
treatment and disposal sites over a 20 year period. Wastes t o m  site remediation are excluded 
fiom the assessment. Implementation of a centralized storagddisposal option at the NTS for 
LLW, LLMW and HLW would resuh in the maximum number of waste shipments. A combined 
total of 295,OOO truck shipments and more than lO6.OOO rail shipments wuld o m  under this 
alternative. 

TEE NT?%EJS CONTAINS MAJOR DISCREPANCIES IN TEE NUMBER OF 
POTENTIAL SHIPMENTS OF LLW COMPARED TO WM-PEIS EsLlMATES 

Waste s h i p m t  numbers in Table I weax SUmmarLcd from the WM-PEIS They are 

W.BA*dmoCMurarba.6.~EfSApri[J9% I 

0, Store Onsite 4.5 l yr out 4/yrout 4lyTOut 
ship to WIPP ship to WIPP ship to WIPP 

Not Included 1 Not Induded Not lncluded Not Included 
in PEIS in PES in PEIS in PElS 
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reported on an annual basii to allow comparison to-the NTS-EIS. Shipping volumes in Table 1 
are up to 3 times highex than volumes reported in I+ NTS-EIS. 

Table 1. Annual Shipments h m  the Waste Management PEIS for Nevada Storage Options 
1 

0 - 12,400 I 0 - 2945 
O I  

3498-  1- 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION WASTES ARE NOT INCLUDED W TEE WM- 
PEIS IMPACTS AND COULD RESULT IN MUCB HIGHER WASTE VOLUMES FOR 
DISPOSAL AT THE NEVADA TEST SITE 

The k l i n e  Environmental Management Report (BEIMR) (DOE 1995b) was used in the 
WM-PES as the basis of a sensitivity study for waste shipment volumes. Results of an WM- 
PEIS sensitivity study (appendix B) indicated that disposal volumes could be up to 60?h higher 
than those shown in Table I based on the W-PEIS assumption that only 5% of the LLW 
available torn site restoration would be vansported to an offsite location for disposal. The 
reasonableness of these results could not be determined since the basis for the shipping volume 
estimate is b a d  on an unpublished draft of the BEMR The impacts of increased LLW volumes 
was not estimated in Appendix B. 

RISK LEVELS REPORTED IN THE NTS-EIS AND TEE WM-PELS ARE NOT 
CONSISTENT. TEE WM-PEIS RESULIS ARE MUCH MORE SIGNIFICANT AND 
HAVE A HIGH FRACTION OF RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH EFFECTS 

Risk results are provided in the two EISs. The NTS-EIS risks for Nevada are summarized 
in table 2. The NTS-EIS reported relatively low total risks and the percentage of health effects 
due to the radiological nature of the cargo are a small percentage of the total risk. Results of the 
WM-PEIS evaluation of LLW risks are shown in Table 3. No Nevada-specific results were 
included in the WM-PEIS for the transportation of wastes. The total number of prediiaed health 
effects and the percentage of health effects due to radiation are potentially significant. 

W. B A d n m  Commwb on &e h%S-EIS, April 1996 3 

2 
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NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Table ! 

Data Compiled from Tabla 5.3-1 and 

H E 1  I I I 
2 5 1 4 1  3 1 4 3 1 5  1 1 2 1 2 9  

3 3 1 6 1  2 1 2 5 1 < 1 I  1 I 0 
1 7 1 4 1  2 1 3 3 1 < I I  1 I 0 

3 3 1  1 I 2 I 6 7 I 1 5 1 3 7 1 2 9  
2-16. W - P E I S  

W. R h&mn Co-b on Ih -EN, Apru 19% 4 

Volume 3 2 0 4 6  
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I 
I 

I 

I 

DataCompiled from Tables 5.3-1,5.3-2, and E-16, W-PEIS  

6 H! R Asdrns Cornnuna on fh# NlSEIS, AprU 19% 

"b, Volume 3 . . .  2 0 4 7  
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April 18. 1996 

Dr. Donald R. Elle. Director 
Environmental Protection Division 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 14459 
LasVegas.NV 89114 

Dear Dr. Elle: 

I am submitting comments for your consideration on the Nevada Test Site Environmental Impad 
Statement (NTS EIS). I am a member of the Nevada Risk AswsunentiManaganent Program 
(NRAMP) Technical Team at the Harry Reid Center for Environmental Studies. UNLV. The 
majority of my comments attempt to clarifi technical discrepancies rathu than dwell on 
philosophical approaches to improving the NTS EIS methodologies. 

. In addition, I am also submitting several comments based on a letter to the NRAMP Principal 
Investigator, Mr. William B. Andrews. from Mr. David B. Leclaire. the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Program Suppon. Defenw Programs. In this letter (which is attached). Mr. Lcclairc 
recommends that I Iwk at specific areas of the NTS EIS for interesting information regarding the 
radiological source t a m .  For the record. I did not find any new information in thew sections of 
the NTS E1S and my doctoral thesis (which was complaed and succcsshrlly defended in January, 
1995) did not include any asp& ofthermonuclear weaponry, but ralher experimental 
investigations of hrsion reactor engineering safety issues. 

Itemized comments are attached in the order they come up in the NTS EIS. There is no priority 
given to earlier comments than later comments. 1 feel my comments are rarely contentious and 
are meant to highlight potentially significant technical or perceptional problems with the NTS EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony E. fiechanova. Ph.D 
Nuclear Engineering 

a: Earle Dion (CAB) 
David B. Leclaire (DOE) 
William B. Andrewr (NRAMP) 

Harry Reid Center tor Environmental Studies 
0505 Mavland Parkway Box 454009 9 La5 Vegas. Nevada 891544009 

I7021 8953382 Telex 62W81M UNLVWSM FAX 1702) 895.3094 
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Itemized Comment8 on Human Health Ricks andSafety Impacts Study 
in the NTS EIS (Vol. 1. App. a) 

with Additional Comments in Response to Mr. David B. Leclairc's Letter (attached) 

by Anthony E. Hechanova, PCD. 
Nuclear Engineering 

Hany Reid Center for Environmental Studies 

Number Location -- 
v 1. p 4-8. li 1-22 

v I ,  p 4-8, li 1-22 

Univenity of Nevada, Las Vegas 

April 16.1 996 
td: (702) 895-1457 

cornmen( 

h b l e m :  Table 4-1 is not properly referenced 

Recommendation: Cite the references from which values arc given 
in Table 4-1. For example, as regards to the Surftcial Soils, I am 
familiar with Radionuclide Inventory and Distniution Program 
(RDIP) reports and figured those would be the appropriate 
refexewes from the References Section 4.8 Starting on page 4-318. 
But 1 am not as fortunate to b o w  the NTS EIS references for the 
various "Disposal" sources or Deep Underground Tests on lines 
13-22, 

h b k m  Table 4-1 is not complete. 

Recommenhhw Modi@ Table 4-1 Column 4. Column 4 should 
at'least reflect the elements of all nine major radionuclides: 
Americium, Cesium, Cobalt, Europium, Plutonium, and Strontium, 
although McArthur and Mead (RDIP Report #3, 1987) also 
measured several other radionuclides in the suficial soils. 

v 1. p 4-1.06, li 15-16 Problem. Nowhere in McArthuh (1991) report is the inventory at 
Sedan Crater explicitly estimated as 328 Ci. In ha, in Area IO, the 
total inventory from the nine mapr radionuclides is 304 Ci with 12 
Ci more found at Sedan from other manmade radionuclides. 

Recornmendotion: Simply remove this sentence since it is not 
imponant to the argument or adjust the statement to reflect 
accurate information. 

v I ,  p 4-1 10, li 29-32 hoblem. Tritium decay is incorrectly calculated from 18,570 Ci to 
3,200 Ci after 5 years. 

1 
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Rccomrmndarion: Consider the following comection: tritium has 
a 12.3-year half-life and would decrease to 75.4 percent ofits 
original amount after 5 years. Thus, 18.570 Ci of tritium decay to 
14,OOO Ci after 5 years. 

v 1, p 4-1 10. li 29 to h b l e n c  The interpretation of the work by Borg er al. (1976) is 
v 1, p 4-1 11, li 7 inappropriate considering the current knowledge of nuclear testing 

conducted by the United States. The numbers published by Borg ef 
a!. (1976, p 100-102) which are used in these lines of the NTS EIS 
are the result (ie., activation and fission products) of a fission yield 
except for the tritium component. Although activation of trace 
lithium in the NTS ground would be the major contributor of 
tritium from a fission detonation, the authors were aware that a 
significant amount of tritium would be produced from a 
thermonuclear device because it is one ofthe primary fuels in the 
core. In other words, tritium is no longer the result of trace 
amounts of lithium in the ground from a fission detonation, but 
rather, tritium is purposefully produced in mass in the core of a 
thermonuclear device to provide the fuel for fision reactions. For 
this reason, the NTS EIS and Borg ef al. (1976) are essentially 
comparing apples and oranges when they simply add a tritium 
component to a fission yield. 

Recommendorion: When considering the Radiological Source 
Tenq one should be very car&l to estimate the fission and fusion 
contributions separately since the physics involved are very 
different The primary purpose of the Borg er al. (1976) document 
was to analyze contaminant migration and I do not believe that their 
results were intended to be applied to the characterization of a 
thermonuclear device as the NTS EIS has applied their work. This 
is best evidenced by quoting from the Borg el al. (1976) document 
and putting to light the rigor oftheir tritium "calculations:" 

5 

"The amount of tritium deposited below or near the water table at 
NTS through lune 30, 1975, can be crudely estimated. It is about 
IO kg at Pahute Mesa and about 3 kg at Yucca Flat. The amount at 
Frenchman Flat is negligible. These values are for the 78 tests 
detonated below the water table or with a cavity radius below the 
water table. These estimates are probably accurate to within a 
factor of 2 or 3 but should not be construed as a detinitive catalog 
of tritium deposited at NTS." (Borgef al., 1976, p 103) 

Therefore, I suggest removing line 27 (p 4-1 10) through line 7 (p 
4-1 11) in which this rather obhscated and possibly incorrect 
treatment ofthe Radiological Source Term is exemplified, and end 

2 
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the section with the non-contentious statement ofthe preceding 
lie: "The source term includes numerous isotopes that are both 
short-lived and long-Iii." 

6 v 1, p 4-1 1 I ,  li 1-7 Roblem: The basis of the total underground radioactivity of 300 
million curies (including a reference citation) has not been clarified. 
Thus, it is not clear in this paragraph which considerations are 
connmed to the work of Borg el al. (1976): the estimate itselfor 
the uncertainty in the estimate. In either case, the previous 
comment still applies: the Borg et aJ. (1976) work alone is not 
appropriate to determine parameters of the total underground 
radiological source tmn, especially tritium. 

Recommendntion: The basis (e.g., methodology and calculations) 
of the 300 million curies should be made available to the public and 
open scientific community for review. This would mean releasing 
an unclassified version of the reference. I invoke the words of a 
truly eminent scientist to aid in the argument against classification. 
The following are excerpts from Better a Shield Than a Sword, by 
Edward Teller (1987). 

"Today, secrecy has become a terrible destructive force in our society. 
My postwar efforts to reverse the process have not affected its devastating 
spread. I am unhappy that I had anything to do with its beginnings. 

Science thrives on openness. Researchers should, and often must, , 

share their findings. 
Security regulations have helped drive a wedge between our 

uNversities and our military research and development effort. 
Under present research done in our national laboratories Cannot 

be li~lly shared with civilian industries. When we fail to expose people to 
problems they could help solve, we remain unaware of the loss. We now 
have millions of classified technical documents. We also have falling 
productivity. Rapid progress CaMOt'be reconciled with central control and 
secrecy. The limitations we impose on ourselves by restricting infoFation 
are far greater than any advantage others could gain by copying our ideas. 

In addition, by tainting science with secrecy. an unfortunate public 
attitude is perpetuated: Science is nobodfs business but the scientists'. 
Today, science and technology are part of the life-support system of the 
world. Encouraging the development of a scientifically literate public is of 
primary importance to everyone's well-being. 

Secrecy is not compatible with science, but it is even less compatible 
with democratic procedure. Two hundred years ago lames Madison said, 
"A popular government without popular information, or the means of 
acquiring it, is but a prologue to a farce or a tragedy. or perhaps both." 

3 
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The term credibiliwgqw is a modest description of our monstrous current 
problem." 

The credibility of the NTS EIS radiological source term is at issue 
not only due to the secretive nature of its conception but also 
considering possible inappropriate use of methodologies in a 
referenced work (Borg, ef d., 1976) that is available to the public. 

Problem The data in Table 4-27 is not referenced. However, the 
data is identical to data released by M. Pankratz of Los AIamos 
National Laboratory in a memo dated June 23. 1995. The methods 

LA-CP-944222, "Total Radionuclide Inventory Associated with 
Underground Tests Conducted at the Ncvada Test Site," 1955 
1992 0, September 26, 1994 (SRD). authors not given. 

Recommendation: Please reference the document from which data 
in Table 4-27 is taken. If it is in fact the one cited above, which I 
strongly suspect it is, then the numbers are not for 1995. but for 
Jan. I ,  1994. This would make a 5 percent difference in the tritium 
level and affect the levels reported in the following sentence (line 
15) for inventories since most of the radioactivity is fiom tritium. 

v 1, p 4-159, li 13 

' used to estimate the data refers to a classified report: 

v 1, p 4-159, li 20-21 Problem: 1 do not agree with the statement that "Mos 
investigators have concluded that much of the radioactivity released 
during an underground detonation remains in the melt glass in the 
original cavity. . . _" This is not a true statement since 90 percent of 
the radioactivity listed in Table 4-27 is tritium which most 
investigators would conclude becoma pan of tritiated water and 
only a d l  haction would remain in the melt glass. 

Recommendation: Re-write the sentence to exclude tritium as 
follows: 'Most investigators have concluded that radionuclides 
other than tritium released during an underground detonation 
predominantly remain in the melt glass in the original cavity. . . ." 

Problem: The Hydrologic Resources Management Program details 
refer to "DOE (1995)" which does not fit with any of the references 
in the Reference Section 4.8. 

Recommendation: Clarify which DOE (1995) repon is being 
referenced or add the reference if it is actually missing. 

Roblem: The superscripts in Table 4-28 are incorrect (e.g.. "Lazer 
Dyes" and 'Soda Ash') or incomplete. 
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v I,  p 4-162, li 27 

v I ,  p 4-164, li 2-23 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

Recommendatiorr. Change superscript of "Soda Ash" from 'd" to 
.c" since Soda Ash contains theophylline. a h y l d i a m i n e ,  and 
carbonic acid disodium salt. Change the supmaipt of "Lattr 
Dyes" from *c" to "b' since Bryant and Fabryka-Martin (1991) note 
them as part of some detator packages. Bryant and 
Fabryka-Martiin (1991) note that Thulium is a radiochemical 
detector and less than 100 grams is typically used, thus, it should 
have the superscript 'a' added. 

v 1. p 4-164. li 2-23 Problem Bryant and Fabrylrs-Manin (1591) mention Thallium as 
a possible Rack and Canister material which is also listed as a 
Hazardous Material in their Appenda. 

Recommendation: Add Thallium to Column 2 of Table 4-28. 

v 1. Ap H, p ES-2, 
li 4-7 

Problem: This sentence of the Executive Summary claim that the 
'migration of tritiumcontaminated groundwater from test locations 
within the NTS or at the Projcd Shoal Area is never expected to 
nsult in tritium concentrations at the site boundaria that are 
dctcdable using present-day analytical equipment' which does not 
agree with the content of the NTS EIS. 

Proiect Shoal; In the NTS EIS (v 1, Ap H, p 5-3, li 241, it is 
stated that at "the eastern boundary ofthe Project Shoal Area. 
tritium in groundwater is predicted to reach a maximum 
concentration of about 280 p C i i  in about 206 years." 280 p C i i  is 
above background levels for tritium and is easily detectable. 

Recommenciation: C o r n  the sentence to accurately reflect the 
contents of the document or re-write this d o n  completely to 
include the worst case scenarios from DOE publications (see 
Comment 27. below): 

v 1, Ap H, p ES-2. 
ti 10-15 

hoblem: The NTS €IS does not quote the worst case scenarios 
as reported in their reference (Pohlmann ef d., 1995) which 
considers the uncertainties in key transport parameters. 

Recommendation: Rewrite this section using values from 
Pohlmann ef a/. (1995) worst case scenario (see Comment 27, 
below). 

v 1, Ap H, p 1-1, 
ti 15-18 

h b l e m :  The term 'evaluation ofthe potential environmental 
impacts associated with the various alternative uses of the NTS" is 
not qualified to the IO-year time frame of the NTS EIS. 
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v 1, AP Y P 1-7, 
li 3-5 

v 1, Ap H, p 2-1, 
li 11-16 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

Recommendation: Since tritium migration could be a compliance 
problem after the IO-year time frame (see Comments 28 and 33, 
below), this statement under the "Purpose" heading of the 
document should accurately convey the narrow scope of the 
evaluation. I suggest rewriting this part of the sentence as follows: 
"evaluation ofthe potential environmental impacts, over the next 10 
years, associated with the various alternative uses of the NTS. . . .. 
h 6 l e m :  The NTS EIS does not evaluate all of the various 
alternative uses of the NTS, e g ,  public exposure in released-land 
scenarios (Alternative 4) which would most likely contain the 
highest risk scenarios to members of the public. 

Recommenddon: Re-write the sentence to accurately convey that 
only the more likely alternatives in which members of the public do 
not have access to NTS land in the next 10 years are being 
evaluated as follows: 'It is the intent that this EIS serve as a 
support tool for policy makers and stakeholdas by providing an 
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts, over the next 10 
year$ associated with the more likdy alternative ws of the NTS 
and its resources that are being considered by the DOE." I feel that 
this rewrite truly captures the intent ofthe DOE in Writing the 
NTS EIS. 

h 6 I e m  The lead sentence of this section of the document again 
misses the important nuances mentioned in the preceding G o  
comments. 

Recommendariotc Re-write the lead sentence as follows: "The 
purpose of this report is to provide an assessment of the human 
health and safety impacts, over the next 10 years, associated with 
program activities perform@ under the more likely alternatives 
being considered in the "S EIS." 

h b l e m :  This lead line under "General Risk Assessment 
Concepts' is incomplete. A general risk assessment has the 
following components: 

' SOURCE->TRANSPORT->EXPOSURE->DOSE->RISK 

The component of "exposure' is missing fiom the general concept 
of risk assessment. 

Recommenddon: Re-Write the lead line to include 'exposure:' 
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"Risk assessment is a multidisciplinary subjed requiring the 
identification of events (scenarios) with the potential for a failure 
that could lead to an undesirable outcome. A general risk 
assessment contains the following the  components: the prediction 
of the source contaminants subject to release and their 
concentrations; the description of environmental transport; the 
determination of exposure pathways to assault the body; the 
calculation of internal and external dose; and the extrapolation of 
this dose to human health etreaS." 

hobkm: The purpose of Section 2.1.2.1 entitled "Radioactive 
Decay and Fission" is not clear. I undersand and agree with the 
importance of explaining radioactive decay. However, mentioning 
fission with regard to nuclear electric power production is 
inappropriate for the NTS. In addition. if the goal of this section is 
to explain nuclear reactions such as fission to the public, then an 
equally important (if not more important) reaction relevant to 
Radiological Effects is the fusion reaction. 

Recommendation: Rename Section 2.1.2.1 'Nuclear Reactions: 
Radioactive Decay, Fission, and Fusion' and insnt the following 
paragraph at page 2-3, line 22: 

IS v 1, Ap H. p 2-3 

"Fusion is the process whereby two light nuclei, e.g.. a deuteron and a 
triton (nuclei of heavy hydrogen isotopes), collide and fuse together t o  
form one heavier nucleus and one li&ter nucleus. In the process, mass is 
lost and converted to energy. This nuclear reaction is the process which. 
amally energizes the Sun. The amount of energy released per pound of 
heavy hydrogen fusion is about four times as ,mch  .as the amount of energy 
released per pound of uranium or plutonium fission. The large yield 
(greater than 100 kilotons) nudear tests conducted at the NTS are 
probably based on the fusion reaction. Because tritium (a radioactive 
isotope) is produced in the core of the device as a fuel for the detonation, 
there is predicted to be large amounts of tritium I& in the cavity of the 
large yield tests.'.' 

19 v 1, Ap H, p 2-14, 
li 29 

Proble? Collective dose is report in units ofrem. 

Recomntendafion: Change the two occurrences of "rem" to 
"persowrem." 

v 1, Ap H, p 2-16, Problem The &Trans (1995. a and b) references ?e not in the 
li 24 and p 2-1 7, li 1 1 Public Reading Facility on Losee Road in N. Las Vegas. NV, as of 

April 17, 1996. Maly Ellen Giampaoli of the DOE has contended 
that the references are there. But I had this rechecked by Cynthia 

20 
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v I ,  Ap H. p 2-16, 
li 30-3 1 

v I ,  Ap H, p 2-17. 
li 14-16 

v I ,  Ap H, p 2-17, 
li 14-16 

v 1. Ap H, p 2-17. 
li 16-17 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

Ashley (personal communidon. April 17,1996), the facility 
librarian, and she has confined that the G e o T m  (1995. a and b) 
references arc not at the Public Rending Facility. Latomya Glaso of 
the DOE Public Affairp Office (personal communication, April 17. 
1996) is contacting hTrans,  Inc. to resolve this problem 

Reconuncndarion: Please provide copies of the G e o T m  (1995. a 
and b) references to the Hany Reid Center for Environmental 
Studies at UNLV as well as have them available to the public in the 
Public Reading FaaEty. 

Problem: Daniels et d. (1993) is cited but does not appear in the 
References on page 7-1. Daniels et d (1993) did very important 
work that is applicable to the NTS EIS (see Comment 28. below) 
and possibly more applicable than GeoTms (1995a). 

Recommendatian: Add the Daniels et d. (1993) information to 
the References d o n  on page 7- I. 

M l e m :  Tritium umccntmtions are reported in this sentence 
without ating the source. 

Recommenddoon: Cite the source of the 1 x 109 p C i i  tritium 
concentration. 

Rub/em: Tritium concentrations an assumed to be 1 x 109 pCi i  
based on unreferenced measurements (see comment above). 
However, measured data from the Cambric &an (HofFman, 1977) 
giveameasuredtritiumconcanrationof6.1 xI@pC~/Latthe 
edge of the cavity. Cambric was a very small 0.75 kTon event. I 
find it hard to belimtha~ theNTS U S  assumption of 1 x ICY 
pCi tritium concentration is represaaativc of any NTS 
underground shot. 

Remmmcndaridn: Do not assum the tritium c o m r a t i o n  at test 
loeations will be 1 x lo' pCln since 1 doubt that it will be 
scientifically justifiable. 

Problem: Calculated risks to the hypothetical member of the public 
at the boundary of the NTS are results of modding which used the 
disputed (see above comment) 1 x 10s &in tritium concentration. 

Rcconrnundufiox Refer to Daniels et of (1993) for public rids 
see Comment 28. bebw. 
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26 

27 

v 1, ApH. p 5-1, 
li 16-17 

~ I , A p H , p S - l t o  
5-2 

ORGANIZATION.5 (CONTINUED) 

Roblenc To state apriuri that consumption oftritium 
contaminated drinking water does not have impacts within the 
IO-year time framc of the NTS EIS is precarious, especially in this 
circumstance. Although later in the document Table 5-1 indicates 
that the nearest peak tritium concentration m i r p  at the boundary 
of the Central Nevada Test Area in 15 y w s .  A look at the 
reference by Pohlmann et d. (1995). who performed the 
calculations, reveals that their scenario considering the highest 
uncertainty (i.e.. worst case) would ouxu in only 8 years. 

Recommendntion: Remove the following Sentence from the NTS 
EIS because it is not factual and requires knowledge ofthc results 
of calculations which, in one inStMCe. may not agree with the 
statement: 'Scenario GWI is a f m r e  scenario that does not have 
impacts within the IO-year time frame of this EIS.' 

Robtern: Same as above comment regarding assumption of no 
impaft from tritium-contamination in IO-years. 

Recommendnrion: The content ofthe paragraph will not be lost 
by removing the following sentence: "Ihae impacts to the public 
are not expected to ormr within the IO-year timeframe addressed 
in the scope of the NTS EIS.' 

Problem: Table 5-1 does not reflect the worst case scenarios in the 
off-si@ references @e., Shoal (Chapman et d., 1995) and CNTA 
(Pohlmann et 0/.,1995)) in which high v a r i ~ c e ~  and uncutainties 
are assumed. These values should be used to, at the very least, give 
the upper range of possibilities or wuld stand alone as the worst 
case Scenarios. 

Recommendntion: Replace the off-site values in Table 5-1 with 
the values in the following table (note: NTS EIS  value@^ 
parenthesis) are also given below the mommended changes which 
are in boldface print): . 

9 
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TestLocation Receptor ArrivalTime Dose Radiation Radiation 

I 

, Project Shoal 

. i ProiectShoaJ 
Area 

(Year) 
Eastern 71 4 ZI10S 111v 
Boundary (206) ( 1 . 6 ~  loj) ( 8 . 0 ~  10') ( 3 . 7 ~  IO') 
Nearest NoncLktcd 0.08 41106 Z I l 0 6  

Central I CNTA I 8 

28 v 1. Ap H, p 5-1, 
li 23-21 

Rublcn~ The migration of tritium-contaminated groundwater 
fiom Yucca Flat to Merarry does not wen closely approximate the 
maximum health risks to a public individua160m underground 
testing within the NrS boundaries. Since the reference which 
contains the calculations is atnenrly not aMilaMe in the Public 
Reading Facility (see Comment 20, above), I could not determine 
the reason other federal reports were neglected such as the LLNL 
report by Daniels, J. I ,  editor. et d.. 'Pilot Study Risk Assessment 
for Selected Problems at the Nevada Test Site," UCRL-LR- 
113891, h e n c e  Livermore National Laboratory, June, 1993. 
which estimates the dose at the boundary of Area 20 to a member 
of the pubtic drinking the uitium-contaminated water as 14 rem 
(not only is this dose nine orders of magnitude different from the 
NTS €IS values. but it is also above compliance levels). In 
addition, the dose to the nearest residential community, Oasis 
Valley, had a dose of 0 008 rem. This value is still five o r d m  of 
magnitude higher than the NTS EIS dose at Mercury although 
probably within safe standards. 

Recommendation: Use federally sponsored studies containing 
worst case k o s  of tritium-contamination to members of the 
public. These Xenarjos (c.g.. Pahute Mesa lo Oasis Valley) are 
probably not those analyring migration from Yucca Flat to the 
boundary near Mercury. NV, 8s given in the NTS EIS. 

IO 

11 I 5 I W  I 2 I loJ 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

NevadaTest 
Area 

I Area 

29 v 1, Ap H, p 5-1, 
li 25-29 

pmblcm The EPA's Clean Drinking Water Act sets the level of 
tritium in "clean" water at 20,OOO Kin. In addition, tritium exists 
in the NTS groundwatm due to natural causes at levels which are 
easily detectable (on the order of 1Oa ofpCii). Thus, to give &k 
numbers for a clearly de minimus tritium concentration (the value io 
actually never given in the NTS EIS but is inferred to be less than 1 
pCii) leads to insigniIicant risks such as 1.5 x IO". This risk 
value assumes a Linear, No-Threshold Dose-Response Curve which 
is 1161 uniformly accepted in the scientific community. For example, 
since insufficient epidemiological data exists to say anything about 
health risk at doses Mow 5 ran/yr or lifetime dose below IO r e q  
some s u b m i  to a threshold limit. Currently, a range of risks 
which indude the likdy possibility of zero adverse health &.s is 
proposed by the Health Physics Society. 

RecommendatioK If the Yucca Flats to Merarry scenario is 
chosen to estimate risk to members of the public, it could be 
dismissed as below some screening l e d ,  even if that screening 
lwel is O.OOO1 of the EPA's 'clean' water standard. 

Roblem: A tritium concentration of 280 p C i  is SdU below the 
screening level 1 propose. 

Rrcommcndation: If such a low concentration is to be considered. 
it should at least give a range for risk which includes the likely 
possibility of zcro adverse health effens. 

Problem The NTS EIS is again considering tritium concentrations 

30 v 1, Ap H, p 5-3, 
li 3-8 

3 1 v 1, Ap H, p 5-3. 
ti 8-12 below 1 pCi .  

Recommendation: Same as Comment 29, above. 

Roblem- The NTS EIS is again considering tritium concentrations 32 v 1, Ap H, p 5-3, 
li 17-22 below 1 gin. 

. .  
Recommendation: Same as Comment 29, above. 

Roblem Radioactive decay should be properly considered to give 
the calculation scientific validity. This is important because the 
tritium concentration (120 million pCi)  in this case is significsnt 
and well above compliance standards even when decay is  
considend. 

33 v I, Ap H, p 5-3, 
li 29-3 1 

Boundary (15) . (8.0) ( 4 . 0 ~  loj) ( 1 . 8 ~  109 

NearCSt 117 6 I IO' 3 I 1O" 1 I lO-" 
publicwell (410) (1.8xlW (9.OxlOy) ( 4 . 1 ~ 1 0 ~ )  



w 

. .  

N 

E P 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

v 1. A P Y  P 5-4, 
li 31-33 

v I ,  Ap H. p 5-5, 
li 15-17 

v 1, AP Y p 5-6. 
li 28-30 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

Recommendation: Adjust the concentration and risk values to 
include radioactive decay. 

Problem: The worker population radiation dose is c o n s i d d  over 
a 10-year period although worken actually could work up to 
around 40 years. 

Recommendaiiin: Age effects and nuances in calculating 
committed dose should jus@ looking at the workers' lifetime. dose, 
not just a 10-year block. Consider radiation exposure over the 
entire work period of the population (as the 50-years for the 
Maximum Reasonably Foreseeable Accident scenario m the NTS 
El$ volume 1, appendii H. page 5-8. line 7). not simply over the 
I 0-year scope of the NTS EIS. 

Problem: The worker population radiation dose io considered over 
10-year period although workers actually could work up to around 
40 yean. 

Recornmendation: Same as Comment 34, above. 

Pmblem: The worker population radiation dose is considered o w  
a IO-year period although workers actually cwld work up to 
around 40 years. 

Recommendation: Same as Comment 34, above. 

Problem: The worker population radiation dose is considered over 
a 10-year period although workers actually could work up to 
around 40 years. 

Recommendation: Same 85 Comment 34. above. 

Roblem: A total lifetime dose of 281 rem is large and within the 
scope of the acute 10 rem on which the National R d  
Council's BEIR V (1990) and the International Commission on 
Radiological Protection (1991) base the risk slope factor used in the 
NTS EIS. 1 believe the Dose-rate effectiveness facton for radiation 
at low dose rates (0, and fDa on page 8-3) were inappropriately 
invoked in these instances. 

Rmommendation: Check the calculations and do not use the 
Dose-rate effectiveness factors for radiaion at low dose rates 
which effectively increases the risks by a factor of 2. 
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39 v l , A p Y p 6 1 .  
li 2 1-22 

40 vI ,ApH,p6-1,  
li 30-32 

41 v I , A p Y p B - 3 ,  
li 14-15 

42 ~l ,ApU.pC-21 ,  
li 1-11 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

Aodlun: The concept of probability is misstated. A probability of 
I .O means that it will definitely happen. A probability of 0.5 means 
that there is a 50-50 chance of oaxmence. A probability between 
0.5 and 1.0 I would consider "likely." It is not true to infer that a 
probability of less than 1 .O is "unlikely." 

Recommcnaidio~ Remove the concept of probabilii by deleting 
the following sentence: "In 0 t h  words, for each NTS EIS 
alternative.. the probability that a single radiation-induced or 
chemical-induced health c&d will occur in the worker population 
is less than 1.0.' And simply state that 'it is unlikely that any 
workers will wntract fatal cancer or other detrimental health &em 
as a result of exposure to radiation. . . .. 
ploblein: The statement that 'subsurface migration of tritium in 
groundwater is not expeded to result in measurable tritium 
concentrations at existing public wells at any t i i e  in the tbtur~" 
was contested in Comments 12 and 28. above. 

RmommuraMon: Resolve the issue which may mean changing 
the conclusion in this statement. 

Aodlem: I believe the Dose-rate effectiveness factor for radiation 
latent cancer fatality at low dose rates is incorrectly quoted as 2.5. 
ICRP (1991. p 112) 'has decided to m m m e n d  that for radiation 
protection purposes the value 2 be used for the DDREF" @ose and 
Dose Rate EtTediveness Factor for low LET radiation). The factor 
of 2 is also found in the Federal Register (page 23363,1991). 

RecommendotiOa: 1 bdieve the incorrect factor was never aaually 
used in calculations. but this should be double-checked as well as 
the factor for radiation detriment (OJ which I a u l d  not find in 
ICRP(1991). 

Pr06lem: Table C-34 reports insignificant and meaningless values. 
The public has no comprehension for these values and the doses for 
such risk are wed under safe limits. 

Recommendation: Place values for concentration and dose next to 
safe and EPA dean st-andards to give the public an intuitive feel for 
the insigr6ficance of these risks. 

13 
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A p r - 1 0 - 9 6  03:33P OP34 NEPA Off-ce G Palmor 202 686 OZBZ 

Mi. W. E. Andrewr 
Hany Reid Ccnm for Envimameacal Studie, 
4505 Muylaad Parkway 
Box 454009 
Lac Vegar, Keds 8915&009 

Dear Mr. Andmws: 

Wlun you met wth Acting Undcr Secretary Grumbly and me 011 April 3.1996. 
you dixoSxd an issue wiih regad IO the Envimnmcnal impact Statrmal (&E) 
for the Nevada Ten Site (NTS) and Ofkite h a t i o n s  in the State of jc'cvoda, 
-ich is king prcpurcd by the M c e  of Defense Programs (DP) with the 
coopaation o f s e v d  other Depsrrmmt of ~nergy (DOE) offices. BCC~W DP is 
thc lead o f i k  for the EIS. I told MI. Grumbly that I wwld =pond to your 
commmts regardinll the ulcuhtion of IIIC roil burden of rediation that redied 
from Ihe underground nucicar t e s  wnductd at thc Nevada Test Site. 

You commmted thar Mr. Anthony 11ccechnno~a had M)I bccn able m f l  enough 
mfomdm b m  Ihe W E  to confim the resuits of work on a doctoral thesis. We 
conraeted pmcnmel of the Nevada Operations Office. but have no( been able to 
verify who has been mtaeted by Mr. Hefhawvr 

with regmi m an mtuation ofthe ~alca~atim by DO+ we h ~ v c  not c o n u  
M evaluation, as no -,we contacted at rhe Nevada Operations Oflice hao sem 
the model abich led m the calculptiaru not thc d d a t d  r r s d n .  

D O E ' S  current m W s  t ' q d i n g  chc radi-c imentmy is in tbe drift Us. 
which br bcen with the PrblK since Fatnuary 2; 1996. Specific & m e r  of 
ihtcrrstto you would be: paga 4-3 thru4-9. paragraph 4.1.1. Land Use; pagab 
100 thm 4-1 11. 4.1.4.f h l o g y ;  and plv~er 4-139 thru 4-163. 

CFS IN GROU NDWATER. . 

I am a m  of your ogmirattoo'r work witb smdicr for& t r z m s m n  o f h  
lorel wyh for the US. We would like to pume the is- you rslvd to m e  
rha~  the aS i s  m accumtc BI~ possible. We ruc miming and ir?uxpcrajng 
commentl and qUerhonr fmm the public umil May 3.1996. but u) &e we kvc no 
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4pr-10-96 03:34P DP34 NEPA OIftcP G Palmar 202 586  0282 P.03 

raord of hrmg received mmmcnm from you or Mr, Hechanom-- PI- 
I)r. Donald R Elk. chc R V  M q  fOr the NTS ElY (u. 702-295-5844 to , ,' 

hnthv discus the issun you raised. ---_/ 

Sincacly. 

ORGANIZATION 5 (CONTINUED) 

April 18, 1996 

Dr. Donald R. Elk. Director 
Environmental Protection Division 

PO Box 14459 
Las Vegas. NV 891 14 

Dear Dr. Elle: 

Attached are my comments on the Draft Environmental lmpad Statement for the 
Nevada Test Site and Off-Site Locations in the State of Nevada (NTS EIS). I am 
a Nevada Risk AssessmentlManagement (NRAMP) Technical Team member 
and therefore have a background relating to many of the issues addressed in the 
NTS €IS. Specifically, my fours in reviewing the document was on the topic of 
groundwater contamination. 

I have iocluded bath general comments and page-specific comments. All 
comments have corresponding recommendations. I believe the 
recommendations will make the dowment a more appropriate communication 
tool. Many of the comments relate to specific points which I believe need to be 
addressed in order to produce a final product which is an honest portrayal of the 
site and potential future use. 

. USDepartmenlofEnergy 

Sincerely. 

Tod E. Johnson 
Environmental Modeling 
Nevada Risk AssassmenVManagement Program 

cc: W.B.Andrews 
Nevada Test Site Citizen Advisory Board 

Haw Reid Center lor Environmen;el Studies 
4505 Maryland Parkway Box 454009 Les Vegas. Nevada 89154-4'309 

1702) 8953382 Telex 62048164 UNLV/MSM FAX no21 EX3094 
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Comments on the Envimnmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site end Off- 
site Locations in the State of Nevada, Volume 1, Appendix H. 'Human Health Risks and 
Safety Impacts Study' and Selected Groundwater-Related Sections in Other the NTS 
€IS vohanes. 

April 1996 

Tod Johnson. Environmental Modding 
Nevada Risk AssessmenVManagement Program 
Hany Reid Center for Envimnmental Studies 
Box 454009 
4505 Maryland Parkway 
Las Vegas. Nv 891544009 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

G1: 
Problem: One of the Land Use Alternatives listed in the €IS involves turning back 
some of the land (70%) to public lands inventory. As such, the evaluation of the risks 
to the public should have included estimation of risk at the potential new boundaries. 
Vol. 1.3-27 states that return of the land would be evaluated, but only to the US 
Bureau of Land Management (ELM) for public use (not dredly to the public, the State, 
Nye Cwnty or to the sovereign nations). Because it would be available for public use, 
even under the control of the ELM. many wpxure scenarios impacting the public 
should have been considered. 

Recommendation: me exposure scenarios should include the ingestion of 
drinking water by casuaUrecreational public visitors to the area and include 
worker risk scenarios consistent .with relatively remote Iocatiins (Le. partial 
residence time on the site). 

GZ: 
Problem: Modeling shows that contaminants from underground testing are likely off 
the NTS and CNTA. and likely will be off the Shoal Sie in the future. This 
understanding is not refiected in the doarment Also, because sHe characteriration is 
quite limited. the risk results are quite uncertain. This understanding is not reflected in 
the €IS. The predicted concentrations. locations. duration and potential hazards must 
be included because no intervention is descfibed. 

Recommendation 1 : The Drafl NTS should be revised to remove conflicting 
sections and misleading statements wtiich imply the underground contamination 
is not leaving the site. 

Recommendation 2:- The document should also be revised to indude honest, 
deer discussion of the uncertainties. 

1 
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Recommendation 3:Eecause of the large uncertainties inherent in the 
modeling, the worst-case analyses should be presented, not the least-. 
conservative. 

PAGE-SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

DaA NTS €IS Summary 

Sl 
Problem: The text states that groundwater models suggest there will be no migration 
out of the NTS boundaries. That statement is in conflict with modeling fmm other 
sources (Daniels et al.. 1903. Andricevic et al.. 1994). Modeling in those sourns 

' indicated migration was possible, and estimate the risks related to the bansport. The 
risk values correspond to tritium concentrations greater than detection limit (1 pCdL) 
end greater than badcgroitnd ( a p p x  10 Win). Also, some of the locations for M i  
modeling was conducted (NTS EIS Human Health Risk and Safety Impads Study. Vol. 
1, Appen. A, page 2-17. lines 11-14) do not have corresponding results listed in the 
€IS. Therefore, one cannot test the 'no migration off site' statement for those 
bcations. 

EIS Summary. Page S-19. lines 11-13: . 

Recommendation: Delete the 'no migration' expected statement. Say instead 
that modeling does indicate migration off the site sometime in the future. 

5 2  
Problem: The text implies that groundwater contamination will never be a problem 
simply because no contamination has been detected in off site monitoring wells. That 
is a poor argument for several reasons. Fist the contamination could move off site in 
n a m  plumes and miss the monitoring wells. Second, the contamination may be 
moving toward the wells, but not have reached it yet. Third, the modeling report for the 
area (Chapman et al.. 1995) indicates contamination will likely move off the site 
sometime in me future. If the conservative estimate in the report is used (which 
indudes limits of uncertainty in some of the parameters), a concentration of 720,000 
pCin could occur et the boundary. 

€IS Summary. Page S19, lines 1518: 

Recommendation: Add text to indicate that the groundwater modeling 
indicates movement off the site could occur sometime in the future. 

S-3 
Problem: The text implies no contamination has left or win leave the CNTA from 
underground sources. This does not match the condusion from results presented in 
the NTS EIS Human Health Risks and Safety Impacts Study (Vol. 1. Appen. A. page 2- 
17, l i s  22-26). The specifc discussion of the CNTA modeling desuibes 
concentrations as high as 1.2 x 10' pcii  at the boundary. There is no existing well at 
the location. but the text in the Summary is written in such a way as to imply there is no 
release beyond the site boundary. It states that Yransport could already be occurring'. 

€IS Summary. Page S19. lines 20-27: 

2 
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whkh does nOt dearly communicate the relevant detail that contamination has likely 
already left the site. 

Recommendation: Modify text to indude the statement: Ground water 
modeling has indicated contamination has likely left the site boundary, but hat 
not been identified In any existing well." 

Volume 1. Amendix H. Human Health Risks and Safety ImDads StudVr 

54 
Problem: The sentence states that tritium is never expected to exceed measurable 
concentrations at the site boundaries of the NTS and Shoal. However. on page 5-1, 
the report states the detection limit is 1 p C L  On the same page (51). the report 
states an estimate of 280 pCiA at the boundary some time in the future. Therefore. 
tritium expected to leave the NTS and Project Shoal boundaries in measurable 
concentrations in the future. 

Recommendation: The text on page ES2 should be correded to state that 
contaminants are expected leave the site boundaries at every site (not just the 
CNTA). 

Page ES2. Lines 4-7 ' 

S 5  Page 2-17. lines 1516: 
Problem: The Information desvibing the method of calculation of the NTS tritium 
source is poorly described in the EIS and may be incorrect. The text indicates the 
concentratins used for model inputs came from direct measurements from shot 
cavities. This does not appear to be the case. NRAMP has a version of the resub and 
code hmm the program listed in the €IS. The description listed does not indicate the 
values came direct measurement Rather, the actual m e W  used appears to combine 
dassified information regarding cavity vdume with averages of recently dedassitied 
tritium estimates. The assumption appears to be that the tritium Is, on average. 
distributed within a volume of water approximately equal to the sum of the shot cavities. 
The merits of the assumption can be debated, but only if the method is described to the 
public in the €IS document. I believe the public should not be led to think the data 
came from sitbspecific measurements (which may or may not exist, but which do not 
appear to have been used in the calculation of results). 

Recommendation 1: Briefly desaibe the method used to calculate the 
concentrations, so the public is mom dear about the unceriainties of the 
estimate. (The method used to calculate the concentrations is not dassified.) 

Recommendatlon 2 .  Mefly list which shot@) was (were) chosen for the 
modeling. Was the shot dosest to the boundaryofconcern used? Or was one 
that was considered by the DOE to be representative in yield and location 

. . used? 
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SS Page 2-17. lines 11-14 
Problem: The €IS stat- the MC-TRANS code was used to simulate the movement of 
tritium from test locations on Pahute Mesa end Yucca Flat to dawnstream locations 
within the NTS.40 the towns of ba t t y  and Lathmp Wells. and to the boundary of the 
M S  south of M e ~ w r y .  Nevada. Where are the results for the bcations within the NTS 
boundarias7 Where are the results for the towns of batty and Lathmp Wells? It 
seems that the only result listed is for a distant, unlikely location. 

Recommendation: The results of the other locations should be presented for 
completeness and honesty (the locations listed could have higher risk values 
lhan the single NTS location listed in the EIS). 

S 7  Page 2-17. lines 11-14: 
Problem: Not ell of the relevant risk calculations have been presented. A risk estimate 
was conducted for the NTS using the Solute Flux method. the same as was used for 
Project Shoal and the CNTA. The study (Daniels et al., 1993 and Andricavic et al.. 
1994) estimated the risk at the boundary near Pahute Mesa and at the nearest 
accessible environmmt. the Oasis Valley, which is 19 km downgradient. The risks 
were estimated to be as high as 2 x loJ at the boundary and 1.4 x IO4 at the Oasis 
Valley. Those risks are significant relative to e de minimus level and are quite high 
relative to the value used in the €IS (1.5 x 16" at the boundary near Memry). , . 

Recommendation: Include the Oasis Valley in l i t  of locations that have 
completed calculations. (The high estimate of risk et the boundary does not 
need to be included in this €IS. because it eppean to be US Air Force 
controlled property adjacent to the NTS at that point, and is therefore still under 
administrative contml for the near-Mure. And the €IS is not considering US Air 
Force properly to be available for public access in the scope of the EIS.) 

S8 
Problem: Regarding the risk calwlations for the M S  boundaries. the equations listed 
in Attachment A may =x may not be the equations used to calculate the values. but am 
incomplete if the gmdwate r  Row and contaminant bansport parameters are not 
available for review. (The dowment describing the results has apparently not been 
made available to the public or evaluating groups such 8s NRAMP.) Therefore. the 
equations listed in Attachment A are of limited value. 

Page 2-17, lines 18 and 17: 

Recommendation 1: Release the document containing the data and results for 
the MC-TRANS modeling. (The transport calculations are not likely classified. 
nor is the model treatment of the source term.) The equations do not appear to 
have been used for the offsite locations (Shoal and CNTA). 

Recommendatlon 2: If Recommendation 1 cannot be followed because the 
modeling reporl is not finished, then the €IS results should be listed as interim 
resuns. 

4 
. .  
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RecommendaUon 3 If Recommendation 2 cannot be followed. do not ate the 
equations likely used - the public cannot test their application or relevance. 

S9 Page 2-17, lines 23-29: 
Problem: The equations (or even summatian of the memod) used for calculating the 
risks at the off-site locations (within the Solute Flux method) are not listed in the €IS 
document An approach using an age-specific intake distribution, timedependent 
tritium concentrations. and agedependent health effects was used. 

Recommendation: The method should be d e s a i i  @riatly) or is should not 
be used to calwlate the values. If the risk calculation method within the Solute 
flux mevlod) is not to be used, the more simple equations listed in back of the 
€IS would have to be used, causing new results. 

S10 Page 5.1, Lines 15-16: 
Problem: The risk assessment for scenarios involving ingestion of water are said to be 
identical for each alternative. As stated in comment G-1, above, Land Use Alternative 
4 involves turning back some of the land (70%) to public lands inventory. Therefore. 
the land uses are not sufficiently similar to do only one water ingestion scenario that 
would be applicable to all. 

Recommendation: The evaluation of the risks to the public should be corrected 
to indude estimation of risk at the potential new boundaries for Alternative 4. 

Sl 1 Page 5-2. Table 5-1: 
Problem: The report lists a table of health risks to indiiuals. summarizing work horn 
several dierent reports. 

Recommendation: Looking at the original texts, the risks included in €IS work 
were the minimum of a variety of scenarios listed in the original texts. The 
values in the original text indude reasonable (according to the a u h m  of the 
texts) inclusion of uncertainly. Uncertainties which were in the original texts 
include uncertainties in the mean velocity of the groundwater and greater areal 

. variation in hydraulic conductivity. In some of the cases. the risk including the 
higher uncertainties is still de minimus (less than 104. In other cases, such as 
Project Shoal. the risks increase from a de minimus level to levels that have, for 
other sites, been considered signifmnt I recommend changing Table 5-1 to 
include the more conservative values listed in my attached table. 

I 

S i 2  Page 52,  Table 5-1: 
Problem: The report lists a table of health risks to individuals, summarizing work fmm 
several different reports. A risk estimate was conducted for the NTS using the Solute 
Flux method, the same as was used for Project Shoal and the CNTA. The study 
(Daniels et al., 1993 and Andricevic et al., 1994) estimated the risk at the boundary 
near Pahute Mesa and at the nearest accessible environment, the Oasis Valley, which 
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is 19 km downgradiint The risks were estimated to be as high as 2 x loG at the 
boundary and 1.4 x lob at the Oasis Valley. Those risks are significant relative to a de 
minbnus level and are quite hi@ relative to the value used in the EIS (1.5 x lo-" at the 
boundary near Mercury). 

Recommendation: lndude the value for the risk to residents near the Oasis 
Valley in Table 5-1. me high estimate of risk at the boundary does not need to . be included in this €IS. because it appears to be US Air Forcecontmlled 
property adjacent to the NTS at that point. and is therefore still under 
administrative control for the near--. And the €IS is not considering US Air 
Fwce property to be available for pubEc access in the scope of the EIS.) 

S13 Page 53. lmes 8-9: 
Problem: Regarding concentrations and arrival times listed in the €IS text for Project 
Shoal. the values increase when uncertainty (listed in the source document. Chapman 
et at., 1995) is included. For the Project Shoal Area. if listed uncertainties are included. 
the peak tritium concentrations in the groundwater could be as high as 720,000 pCln. 
arriving 71 years after the test The number cited in the €IS is 280 pcii at 208 years. 

Recommendation: coned the text to indude the values resulting from the 
h e r  levels of uncertainly. 

S14 Page 51.  limes 25-26: 
Problem: The evaluation of the risk calculations of the NTS boundary near Mercury is 
more difficult to condud than for the offsites (Shoal and CNTA). because the report 
referenced for the results is apparently not publidy available: NRAMP has a version of 
the results and code from the program listed in the EIS, but the calculation included in 
the EIS is not given in the documentation available to NRAMP. From initial ~ a k u l a t i ~ n ~  
conducted by NRAMP. it is unlikely that there is substantial risk at the boundary near 
Mercury. However, other boundary locations may be more appropriate to list in the €IS. 
For instance, the boundary near Pahute Mesa has shot locations much closer to the 
boundary and has hydraulic gradients which auld move the contaminants past the 
boundary. A risk estimate was conducted for the NTS using the Solute Flux method, 
the same as was used for Project Shoal and the CNTA. The study (Daniels et al.. 1993 
and Andricsvic et at.. 1994) estimated the risk at the boundary near Pahute Mesa and 
at the nearest accessible environmem the Oasis Valley, which is 19 km downgradient 
The risks were estimated to be as high as 2 x lo-' at the boundary and 1.4 x lod at the 
Oasis Valley. Those risks are significant relative to a de minimus level and are quite 
hgh telative to the value used in the €IS (1.5 x lo'" at the boundary near Mercury). 

Recommendatlon 1: Provide more of the framework for the parameters and 
calculations used to produce the Meruny boundary number. 

Recommendation 2 lndude the Pahute Mesa to Oasis Valley results in 
discussion. 

e 
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9. IS THE OMISSION OF MINMG AS AN MAMPLE OF EXPANDED USE AN OVERSIGHT? 
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Campaign for Nevada's Future 
May 3, 19% 

Dr. Don Elk 
Nevada opvations 
Depanment of Enugy 
P.O. Box 14459 
tar Vegs. Nv 891 14 

Dear Dr. Elk, 

ms Imu is a uansminal of the cornmenis a Campaign for Nevada's Future on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement @US) for the Nevada Tat Site. 

The DaS's numerous technical dcfiacnciu need to be oorrected prior to a Final EIS 
bdng issued 

1 

2 

3 

4 

SptC;ficaUy on page 4-1 10 the decay of tritium is far Jwu than h e  figures ' 

scggcst. Calculatal according IO generally accepted half-life of 12.3 years, l h u e  
should bc approximately Bo% curies of the original tritium conantration left 
after five yean. The docummi suggests that only 21 9b was remaining. Has any 
cmpincal data been collacced D support the utimalc in the dirument? If so, 
have groundwater transpon srudies b done in this area to determine how far 
and in which direaion the missing tritium has migrated? 

On page 5-59 h e  docummi repons on a tritium conlaminared groundwarn 
vanspon scenario which is focused on radiation rclcased at Yucca Flat Paiute 
Mesa is far closer D inhabited areas offsite than Yucca Flat. The d o  in the 
document should focus on the closest possible exposed population, not one of 
the funhesr Specifically. the repon, 'Risk-bawd screening OMbSiS of ground 
w e r  cnn!aminnrrd by radionuclide..c inrrtklued 61 & Nerrado Tal Siu. ' by 
Daniels et a] from UNL and DFU suggest lhat radioactivdy amtaminaled watu 
will migrate to Oasis Valley. 

In addition. the Final EIS sh&ld seck lo model the effsis of groundwater 
pumping.which w u c  obsrvcd ai the tunnel complex in  the Ian sevcral years of 
ntxlear testing. The monitoring of groundwater discharge from the Nnnds 
complexes showed clear spikes from one D IWO days after each kst. 11 appears 
chat the Seismic pulses from ihe duonaiions were pushing contaminants dong 
lhe flow paths at patex volumes than normal groundwater flow. This suggcru 
h i  iiiure aggressive monihring around WI cavitics in tulfacmus rocks may be 
prudent. as the contaminanrs may have migraled further than s m d y  slil~e flow 
modds suggen. 
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May 3, 1996 

Or. Donald €Re. Director 
Environmental Protection Division 
US. Department of Energy 
Nevada Operations Office 
PO Box 14459 
Las Vega. NV 891 14 

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Nevada Test Site 

Dear Dr. Elk: 

Enclosed you will find comments in regards to the NTS-DEIS, 
complied by Rick Nielsen. on behalf of Citizen Alert. 
ow h a y ,  the size of the documeot(s). and other DOE 
documents currently being circulated for public comment 
which potentially impact the NTS, has limited our responses 
and comments. We.therefore reccomend that the comment 
period be extended for at least thirty more days. and 
preferably fatty-fnre. Thorough review of these documents. 
and others, requires a considerable amount of time and 
resources. Unfwtunately. small public non-pofit 
organizatiom are usually limited in both. 

Below are some general comments on the DEIS. 

Much to  

Erne line for current WE E IS document s 
Citizen A h  is concerned about the apparent "fast track" time 
line of the NTS-OEIS with regard to the inter-relation and 
integration of decisions and timeliness with all other on-going 
Us's being undertaken by the DOE. Do these documents and the 
decisions made, accurately interact with decisions made with 
regard t o  future uses of the NTS m the NTVDEIS? k the NEPA 
review as thorough as it should be in light of the uncertainties 
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aming from other. as of yet. unmade decisions. 
be made concurrently, or are decisions made in this document going t o  
predetermine dedsions made in the other documents. or k there no 
bearing hatsoever on any of these decisions. For example. if decision5 
are pendmg in other EtS's. that codd potentia& bring plutonium t o  the 
NTS. the impacts of that decision should be comprehensively analyzed, not 
just mentioned, in the DEWNTS document. 

1Jo ActiqO Alternative 
U n k r  the H s t  of alternatives. the no action alternative. under which DOE 
would continue most-all of Its current operations, is in conflict with the 
original land withdrarval order. 
activities. a source of cons&ferabk yaste importation into Nevada, are 
thus also in wnfli with the land withdrawal. .If the NTS is t o  continue 
its current operations under any alternatives. or expand its use. this i s w e  
m m  be m e d  in the Final EIS. 
discrepancies in the amounts of wastdwaste shipments between the 
MS-DEIS and the WM-PEIS. w h i i  has also omitted future waste 
generated from site remedia t i .  There ako appears t o  be differences in 
waste volumes within the NTS-MIS itself. This, in itself. leads one to 
question the thoroughness, if.notf just the accuracy of the DEIS. Similarly. 
the OOE nndudes.~som&mv ..that environmental impacts under Continue 
Current Operatias would be minimal. .Citizen Alert disagrees that 
environmental Impacts from current operations can be considered, in any 
way, minimal. 

Arc decisions going to  

The ongoing waste management 

The DEIS also T t a i n s  major 

Discontinue- r a t i o s  
By all meam. close R dorm with our.blessmgs. However, under no 
circumstances SW the WE be allowed t o  maintain control of the entire 
we. Those areas that require additional monitoring should be transferred 
to Stare control. with the Federal government providing budget.assistance 
for ongotng upkeep. The State, should they so choose, muld then decide 
t o  return the land t o  public use or return the portions still usable, to the 
rightful owners. the Western Shoshones. 

As it is currently structured, this alternative represents the dd adage, 
''You've got t o  take the bad with the good." TOO many expensbe and 

6 
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potentiah damaging activities are throm in this alternative along with 
some potentially good projects and activities. Specifically, the 
acceleration of defense and waste management activities, uhich we 
believe to  be counter t o  the will and consensus of the general pubre. 
Likewise, there may be benefits from the expanded activities in 
environmental restoration and solar energy. However. taken together, 
these activities don't seem to  be compatible. 

Citizen AIM is also concerted about potential new missions, projects, or 
activities that may end-up at the NTS which have not been identified yet. 
This is specifically in regard to  the NTS Development Corporation and 
their charter to pump ecomonk life into, or Out of, the unique resources of 
the NTS. While the utilization of the the NTS. for ecMllonic and technology 
devebpment is an admirable goal, we are concerned that the tinting and 
approval of these new activities has the potential t o  introduce additional 
Contamination and environmental consequences, with little or no 
opportunity for publii input. 

Regarding another aspect of praposed future use, operation of the LYNER 
facility. we feel it is covered too vaguely in the €IS. Perhaps it is better 
described in Appendix J. However, since that is a classified supplement, 
we question how sincere DM is in asking for public participation in the 
NEPA process given the inclusion of classified supplements. The public 
cannot adequately evaluate something that is not available for their 
review. The "classified' nature of Appendiir J, may ako hinder 
international nonproliferation efforts by creating a perception that, in 
fact, the purpose of the sub-critical tests are t o  facilitate the desiimand 
production of new nuclear weapons. This also has the potentlal to ' . 
negatively impact such issues as transparency. 

Hybrid Alte rnative 
Citizen Alert recognizes the possibility that a fifth alternathe. as 
described on page 5 5 .  Hnes 24 and 25, as a h m d  mix of all of the 
alternatives. may provide the best combination of recommendations for 
future uses of the NTS. Rovided that adequate camideration is given to 
pubk'and other stakeholder input put forth during the comment period. 
For exampk. Citizen A k n  would support an alternative that continued or 
accekrated environmental restoration activities. implemented renewable 
energy prognms. returned to public domain certain portions of the NTS. 

' 

' ' 

' 
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Development Carporation. and operating on a $5 mllm gram from the 
DOE. Citizen Alert questions whether it is appropriate for a.organizatian 
being funded by the DOE to be making recommendations to establish RMP ' 

goak that can impact future resource management decisions and 
activities at NTS. especially when that organization has a vested 
economic interest. This is'wholly inadequate. We recommend that any 
private venture, or private-publc.partnership which proposes to use the 
NTS as its operating site, be considered as.a federal.activity. and.where 
appropriate. a major action, open t o  review under NEPA fur environmental 
impacts. This will allow sufficient public input and involvement in 
decision about these activltigs. The alternative would be t o  provide 
grants to other "stakeholder" groups. such as Citizen Alert. in return for 
their contribution t o  establishing resource management goals. 

Finally, with regard to legislation pending in both the House and the 
Senate vhich would effectively create "interim storage," of high-level 
nuclear waste, and begin a unprecedented transportation campaign of 
waste shipments, Citizen Alert asks in what manner and what format, if 
not the NTS €IS, will the impacts of these activities be evaluated? These 
activities would be independent from the permanent geologic repository, 
and as such wwld not be covered under the presently "shelved" Yucca 
Mountain EIS. The fact that the decision hasn't been finalized is no 
different than the situation arising from other pending decisions in 
ongoing DOE programmatic EIS's, which are evaluated, to  some extent, in 
this document. 

4 5 
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ORGANIZATION 10 

SIERRA CLUB - Toiyabe Chapter 
k t h e r n  Nevda Group 
P.O. 80% 19777. Ids Vegas.. Nevada 89132 

SIERRA CLUB OF SOUTHERN NEVADA 
COMMENT ON THE 

D.O.E. DRAFT EIS FOR THE NEVADA TEST N E  

On Feb. 1.1995 et the CAB meellng for the Nevada Tesl Sile Pmgam Mr. Ole respaded to a 
SuesUcn lrom CAB member Connie SinWre about e complete s h u ~ h  d eil M S  acllvitles. m 
papDsed in M e d i v e  2 d the D~aft EIS. Mr. Ole mplled. according to the plwished mlnuttes d this 
meetlng. that ?here w e  a bl d pcwC axnments Sayina the DOE shaw be M n g  at shulmWn as an 
oplbn.' On Manh 6.1996, at e SI. Qeage urah W b  meeUng to dlsags me han EIS Mr. Ole as 
gwtd bvthe La8 VegasSUN newspaper, &idthal tha W E  is reluclanltocowlderwtrigMd0a;re.' 

The S h  Club of Southem Nevada ob- to the dlslngenuous suggestive lnclusbn b, the 
DreR EtS of an SnemaUve use tor the NTS whkh the DOE has no intention of condduing for 
lnclusbn In the final Record of Dglakn. Thls constilutes an intentlonal desoitlul obfusdlon 01 
the Issun being considered and renden quabnable the lntegdty of thls M EIS. 

The S h  Club of Southem Nevada object6 to the trantpomuon 01 n u c h  waste along mutes 
whlch do not MWYUE the pwsibllky of human exposure In the evOrn 01 an sccl4ont DOE 
guidelines tor transportatkn muting of nuclear waste shlpmente to the NTS sn sa lax that they 
can only be conddered mggsgent. The sat0 tranopomtion of this exb8tmly hazardous matedal 
should be considered a malter 01 tho highost pd0my. Leaving rwto Wlectkn to common cenlor 
dispatchers Is an unacceptable component of thls [kall EIS. 

ADDITIONAL CRITlClSM OF THE MIM EIS IS FURTHER DIRECTED AT THE SUBJECT OF 
TRANSPORTATION OF NUCLEAR WASTE TO THE NTS. Spoclfkally It IS dlrostod at the LACK 
OF MTEGRATION of the enslysla of the cumuhUve effects of transporting W nuckar 
msterleh to the NTS. and also to the Yucca Hountaln and Nelns fIange comphros. These 
program should be integrated and should have been included In this han EIS. Thls tnrk 
transpotlo1 n u c W  waste into the same general geographic area ahcte the sam envimnment 
and should be consldemd part 01 the samo whole pktun. 

THE AFOREMENTIONED COMMENTS ARE ALSO DIRECTED TO ANY pw((S) FOR 
TRANSPORTATION OF NUCLEAR WASTE TO THESE AREAS BY RAILROADS. 

ORGANIZATION 1 o (CONTINUED) 

The DOE haslnduded ln the D M  EiSsevarel popert~overwhich II has noauihaily. end nhkh have 
nevel been assodated with the NTS. solar generauon at the NTS would be an enellen( used some o( 
the NTS area. howavabrAdng Coyole .S@g Valley, thy i.ab Valley. and WocadDVaIky buds 
D M  EIS lor the NTS again eadraasend cmscatesthe paposa d lhis han EIS. 

The DOE b s n d  c + d k a n y ~ d ~  allemalive isthepre3enedWEaHemaUve. Thlsisan 
excelled exampled the ttme lesed *ollUcal slralegy d ushg achmging or vague. a 'moving taiW 

The S h  Ctub of Soulhem Nwadaob)ostatothis Ordl Us bocaum I l h S  been InthtedtO 
confuse the roadw by inclusion of slgnlficmt mnounta of lrrolevanl date on dte?, o w  wh*h the 
DOE has no Jurtundkn. and, &so, the omlrslon of srltlcal intormatlon as to the LlOE pdodty in 
selectkn of a pmfen-4 Snematfve whlch would albw meanlngM publk comment on this 
document 

Pendrng In Ihe U.S. CongressrSlegMalbn peheinlne lothe mse d the NTSfor Werim slci-aged High 
Level Nudear W a e f m m  rUdsarpowerph8~. 

The Stem Club of SoUht'tl Nevada ob- to the ~ l ~ n m o u ~ l  omloskn by the DOE Of m( 
addressing the subject of tho pmposad Medm utorsga of Hlgh Level Nuclear Waste at the NTS. 

SUBJECT: Ueaiel than class C Nuclear Waste. As defhed In vd. 1. chapl2. page 2-9. lhis maferlal 
'exceeds U.S. Nw+aaf Regulatory Cunmlsion con~enlmtbn Omits fcf ClassC bwlevel d e . '  On 
the next pge. 2-10, H stales Uta! tha tam 'slmthr to greata than aasoC bw level waste' Indkates 
that L~IS rrasle ... m s  DOE gemat& ALSO mentkned on b 11-16 &the'corDx# d great- 
confinemid fa westhat am not qpcpiate for neararrtece because ol their miioaake 
axposlmlevela' 

The Slena Club of sordhem Nevada obJects to the very veguo categorlzstkn Of a largs quSnUtY 
of nuclear waste rhaI has every high bvel of -US sbnply'gmterthan cl& or 
'similar to gtnaSer4hw&&wG.' Thh term ckwdy BsIiodates this matsrial wlth LOW Lorel 
Wasto. rrhen. In lnuh, It my be squally as radloadive as a spent fuel rod, but hum a diffecent 
SOUICR T h k  Is decbRM CategodzorJon of nuclear materia*, to allow the shln Into the low level 
categov of lam qumdks of highly radloactlve ratedab based solely on the origin of the 
material and not on the radloadive toxldty of lhe waste. 

That tho DOE has lntentlons to drill many. many bore h o b  to store thls type of nmterlal at the 
NTS and has chosen to mlnlmizefhesa plans is e gross msterial omission of factafmm this Dran 
EIS and renders this document absotuteJy Incomple(a Slalmholders need to be e d d  h u t  

lnvolvwont plan for waste management d the NTS. Including deep bare hole storage 
necessitated by the high level of radioetlve toxkity of a gmel quantity of this wesle. 

~locamfuseaaiaran~louders(andamanerdpdicy. 

the different clerses Of LLW. espodally ' g m a t e ~  waste 8s part Of any public 
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ORGANIZATION 10 (CONTINUED) 

The DOE has. d the diredin 01 Secretary 0'~wy. attempted to 
the un-qdelion d lhis D d  €IS. 

The S h  Club of Southem Nevada objects to the 'fast trasr eppmash which the DOE has 
implemsnled tn the prepaatlon, nrlease. and p- for this Ran E=. Just b u s e  
Seuetsy 0- has dincled that this d d l  be completed quwdy does not mean lhal this Is Bn 
adequate amount of time to complete the nBGB85ary two-way pubik dialogue on iseu of thk 

h u s e  of the d u s  nature of the omlssloru. the dlsb'acUng Inclusion of Inakmnt dats. 
the vaguedefining of the future DOE mission forthe NTS, andthedenlal by the DOE ol Its 
relationship to adyCent DOE s h .  the Slecrs Club of sorahem Nevada believes that this Draft 
Us Is fatally llawed and that It should be rebrued in a much mare forthcoming and USertriondlY 
form that wltl ellow and encourege a more accurate exchange of tntormatbn betwoen the 
glakeholdsrsanduleDOE. 

a time deadline 0I 15 months fa 

i m p o k  

ORGANIZATION 11 

T O  Donald R Elle 
U.S. Department of Eoergy 
Nevada Operations ffi 

FROM. ALT2Subarmmittee 

DATE April6,lM 

SUBJ: ALT2lSSUES&COMMENfs 

We Alternative 2 (dosing the T& Site) has many positive impads for the Nevada 
Stakeholders. 

These positive impacts are 

P1. Were would be no further importation of nudear waste & materials into the state 
of Nevada, and of mume no more long term storage andtor disposal of this 
imported waste. 

P2. AU the transportation problems sssociated with bringing the nuclear waste into 
Nevada would be solved. 

W e  stigma of being a rmclw waste dumpwould gradually fade horn being in 
issue. 

Were would be no further degradation to the emrironment 

P3. ' 

P4. 

Unfortunately there are sqveral negative i m p a ~ s  from dosing the lest site that will 
override the positives impads for the stakeholden of Nevada. 

These negatiw impads an (national rather than local) 

.N1. 
. .  

The national defensc -on of the &parr of Defense would be extremely 
. negatively impacted, unfortunately as Wry has shown. We have to have a 

strong national defcnsc d o n .  There are still nations & regions that would 
destmy us if they m d d  (no names tbnugh) NTS is the only place we have to M 
nuclear and other dewices if we ever,han to agaio. It would be almost impassible 
to site another location nowadays. We have only a temporary nuclear test ban at 
present, and even this is not honored by all nations. 

' . 

N 2  The Dept Of Energy's overall d&on would be seriously negatively impacted in 
order to clean-up other DOE sites around the muntry the DOE needs a storage 
place for all the low-level waste. NTS is planned to be one of the major disposal 
sites for low-level waste in the DOE mmpkx, if not the major dispmal site. This 
is also probably true for high-level waste. spent fuel, and maybe greater than class 
Cwaste. 



Summary 
From a st&ly local point of view it would be beneficial to dou the Nevada Ten Site, 
but from an overall national view point the Nevada Tesi Site should not be dosed. 

Other comments on U S  m ~eneral 

1 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

2 
5. 

JI  6. 

I .  

4 

No matter what Opi& is cboscn wc m leaving behind a legacy and a source of 
seriaus contamination for our children and (beir descendants. 

There is no guaranteed source of funding for the future monitoring and security 
that will be needed for 1o(ys of years to safeguard the public from wntamiaation 
that has occurred io the past and maylx added to in the hmuc. 

Nevada is getting the short cod of the stick. We am targeted for a lot of waste, 
but not very many podve pmgrams. The pasithe propuns go elsewhere. 'Ihc 
waste c o m a  here. We want quity. 

There's not much information of what and boar much greater than dass C 
radioactive waste may wme to NTS-RED RAG. T b i ~  needs to be checked out 

No mention in EIS. But is conoidal movement ofradioactive material a posdble 
future problem. 

"be policy of totally separate US'S for KIS, Yucca Mountain, etc, is wrong. The 
cumulative problems of banrportation. radiation exposum, sodoeconomic. dtural 
aspects, etc. need to be addressed for the dirrclly impacted local resident 
stakcbolders. 

Tbe soeioeamomical impacts on Pahrump have not been adequately addruscd in 
the EIS. HistoricaUy only a $mall prrzntage of NlS employees have resided in 
Pabrump. But due to the very high Bropna rate that has occumd. and continues 
to g m w ,  io the last couple of )rronr l k  would probably c b q e .  whereas 
Pahrump lacked many 6catum like major grocery markets, fast food stores, 
gasoline stations, middle dass housing su- ctc I~KSC facilities have now 
been built and/or m bemg built right now. 'Ibis prill make it much more likely 
that future emplcyecs will makc there home io P a b ~ m p  because it is d e r  10 

Dale Schuttc 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 1 

March 5.1996 

Department of Encrgy 
Public Hearing of the proposed Nevada Nuclear Waste Depository. . 
Dme College Cox Auditorium 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Re: A safe highway route around St. George, Utah for rmclear,waste shipments on Interstate 66 

To Whom it may concern, 

The attached map of the USA shows the proposed Interstate highway routes for shipping nudear , 

waste to the Southem Ncvada proposed Nuclm, Waste Depository, as printed in the Salt Lake 
Tribune. More than H of sll North A m a i c ~  nuclear waste is to be shipped through the cater of 
Cedar City and St. George, Utah ! Interstate 15 is ovacrowded in these Cities and thcre is a high 
rate of heavy truck and semi-truck wrecls. especiaUy in the Virgin River Gorge portion of 1-1 5. 

The State of Nevada and Las Vegas City is planning to build a new r a i l r o a d  system to diva? the 
rail shiumentq of nuclear waste completely around and North of the Las Vegap region, to diminish 
the possibility of shipping ‘incidents’. The proposed m v  ~hi~mcntg of nuclear waste can be 
complady diverted around St George City. Washingtoa County, and Soutbem Utah on the 
newly proposed INTERSTATE 66 and SOIJTEERN CORRUlOR HIGHWAY and delivered 
to the Nevada Test Site on INTERSTATE 66. 

JNTERSTATE 66 is the proposed 21s Cenblry, &lane, high-speed fkeway to cross the trans- 
continental United States 6om coast to coast and not to cross any metropolitan areas. This new 
MTERSTATE 66 will be built on the “Spine Concept“, with traffic conne-cting to the maidhe 
of thc fieeway with colmator fiemays from the metropolitan areas. 

The most physically challenging and critical d o n  of the INTERSTATE 66 is between the 
Vigin River Gorge of 1-15 m St. George, Utah and Page. Aritona Ifthis d o n  is built + 
then the nuclear waste shipments would be routed around SI. George to the South and avad thc 
St. George C i  area, altogether. 

Ifa nuclear depository is created in Southern Nevada. then the higbway to transport the waste 
through Wdhgton Cacntyshould be buihfirst I 

* 

, 

. 

2 d d  aa- 
Paul K. Bcvan  

PRIVATE CITIZEN 2 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 3 

THEDRAlTENVIRONMENTALIMPA~STATEMENT 
for IbcNEVADA TEST SITE and 

OFFSITE LUCATIONS IN TEE STATE OF NEVADA 

Nevada Tat Site EIS H e a h g  Comment Sheet 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 4 

MR LON ELLE, DIRECTOR, 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROrFCrION DIVISION 

U, S. DEPAKTMENT OF ENERGY. 

DWR SIR. 

 SA^ NAME IN r m  LOCAL PRESS AND YOUR mpussr FOR cwm-rs 
RELATING m THE NEVADA .rm SITE. 

AS A P€I)RMBR WPLnYZE. 1964 1968, f was interested. 

Sh@GLD YOU BE IKERESI'ED TO KNOW. I 1AVE SENT A LETTFA, BY PSRTIPIFD 

HAIL, 1NSCW.ING HRS O L W Y  THAT NUCLEAR NASTB 

BE RE-SYRED 

POWER 1NDi:SrRY. 

CAN BE RECYCLED AND CAN 

dSI'rER rHAN ITS OiUGIXAL VALCE AS F U T  FOR THE AMLIIC 

OK OFNVEBrED jNT0 ELWEhTS OF ENitPNCFD MARKET VAII!F. 

BECAUSE I HAVE t!Xl A STkOKE, AND I N  A F W  MPNrHS 'n1.L BE 90 YFARS 

OLD,I r  is NCT WISE OR PRIlDEhT TEAT I GET TNVOLVED IN THIS WRK. SO I 

SUGGESTED TEAT 

THEY WWLD HE INlTRESTED I?I THE PRWW. AND S!FGEST?B THAT SHE 

FRIEND, 

xSSISTANr TO rhE.SSCmMY POR ENYIRDWENTAL RESTORATION. 

W E  CONTRACT WITH THE E. G. AND G. PEOPLE IT SFE IF 

PI'T MY 
MR W. h. H, KING AS ADMINISTER OF THE PRCGPJM. M R  KING IS THF. 

BI'r PDLITICS 

EEIM; *.M ;r IS, I m mr EXPECT ro FEAR FROM YES o RILEY, AATI I AM NOT 

'art1 AD IS CALLED MUSICAL ChAlRS, HOIWVER IT 1,s TO BOTE YRS o RILEYS AND 

SEFAING INVOLVMENr AT .THIS TIME, BECAUSE OF A GAMI! ThAr YOU ARE FMiLIAR 

PRESIDEW CLINrGXS ADVmAGE TO SPONSCIR THE WRX AS THEY C.?N CLAIU THE 

CREDIT.. 

I AM PROBABLY .msr AS WELL OFF TP I SAY ~TVI.FG WRF. mcm MY WRK URIL 

AFrER THE EL'XCTION BECAUSE I F  MBY W R E  TO START MY P W R M  AND THEN LCSS 

rhE ELECTION, I !nLI. t!AVE 1y, START ALL OVER MAIN W.m THE E W  T E M .  

JPPN E, I.@Sl(CT 



PRIVATE CITIZEN 5 

kbruary 26,1996 

Hotline comment 

Commentor Anonymous 

This corrrmcntor called to express his opinion and to ask that someone call him back. 

He is opposed to transportation of nuclear mataials by cain; Le., through Las Vegas; and he is 
against putting lbem in Yucca Mountain in any form. 

He is also against all nuclear testing in general. and hopes that the Test Site can be used for othcr 
PUP=.  

I told him I would pass along his request, and mentioned that he could submit his comments in 
writing to Mr. Elk at the address in thc transmittal letter of the DEB. 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 6 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 8 

ysrch 7.19911 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 9 

3-4-96 

US. Dspt d b r g y  
Environmental lmprcl Statement 
P.O. Box 14459 
LW VWW. Nevada 89195-8066 

Dear Sir cr Madam: 

It  vould be diffi i lt  to express my dispust with the Nevada Test Site. I d m l  van1 pay more 
testing I don't vmt radMIctive materials being Vansported 011 our roads and m e d  in Nevada I 

2 I I don'l want MY mae promi? about h w  ' d e "  lhese aaivities are f a  Utab resident% 

4 
5 

3 '  I 

. - .  . . .  
My family,hPs suffered considerably from illnesp and death &cb M f&l& d k l l ) '  related 
to the testing program. 1 am wv nurrha my father thy@ amall intenins cancer whkb m q  
also be related tothe m. W e a n  ownt all lhe neighban wboha62'cumf. and whn W e  
died d cancer over the years. and the numbers are e x p l o d i .  

We have s u l k e d  kcause d'the government's arrogance. We paid our tares and that money 
ww used to take chance with our lives. My level d wer is beyond what you want to read. 
but I protest any furtber le-. I prolea qainsl the u s  of che site for nuclear slorsge which 
vill subject us lo dangers on our.mds 88 well 88 hour air and soil I oxtahly protesl lbe idea . 
d nuclear powered rockets which could radinion in an accident. NO MORElll Leave us be. 

Solar energy development does make sense. Wind energy development makes sense. Findlm 
uses for recycled materials makes sense. These may not be as 'sexy" 88 waitinD unlil che wind 

8 can blow poison our way. but ufeful Don-hazardous projecls are a better use of taxpayer funds. 

Si re lyyoun.  - 



PRIVATE CITIZEN 10 

March 6,1996 

t of Energy 
FEZ14459 
Las Vegas. NV 891 14 

To Whom It May Conam, 

'Ihis l e e r  is to protest any further use of the Nevada Test Site. l ' he~  bas been a 
significant increase in canoxand damIdeahscanbedi~~Uylinhed t~theteStingthat 
occured on this site for over 40 yean. How can you ignore tbe evidence? 

I urge you to leave Ihe site alone (as in permanently close) as soon as possible, Tke eanh 
needs to heal itself and you need lo stop bkntmtly ignoring the heaw andcnvnoomental 
problems caused by lesting at Ihici site. 

If your family members were the ones in Southwcsl Utah and Nevada dering from 
cancer you'd probably suppat closure of the base too. please consider Ihe resounding call 
for closure y w  are hearing from atizens of ~ region 

SiCerelY, 

A !  

PRIVATE CITIZEN 11 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 14 

Seport f o r  D.O.E. nee t ina  on the E.I.S. on N.T.S. 

Pahrumo. Hevada. '!arch 13. 1996 

Py na-e is S a l l y  Devlin and I l i v e  i n  Pahrunp. Nevada. My home is 30 
miles f ron  t h e  t e s t  s i te and 50 miles from Yucca Yountain. Both a r e  
located t o t a l l y  i n  Nye County, Nevada. The Federal Government owns 
aoproximately 93: of Nye County. We are the  t h i r d  l a r g e s t  county i n  t h e  U.S. 

Years ago I becane i n t e r e s t e d  i n  the  t ranspora t ion  s tudies  because there 
w a s  a planned r a i l r o a d  t o  come through Pahrump. On paqe S-2 of t h e  d r a f t  
E.I.S. on N.T.S. and O f f  S i t e  Locations i n  the S t a t e  of Nevada I s  a map 
of  the s t a t e  and the  N.T.S. Deleted is highway 160 which goes from La8 
Vegas, C l a r k  County through Pahrump. Nye County. This highway p a r a l l e l s  
hiwhray 95 which a l s o  goes from Clark County t o  Nye County where N.T.S. 
is located.  

Somehow i n  t h i s  d r a f t  E.I.S., Volume 1, Appendix 1, Transporatlon Study 
on Pages 3-18, 3-20, 3-22 are maps using highway 160 t o  t r a n s p o r t  waste. 

center  of town which w l l l  be 4 lanes once construct ion is completed. 
Another 40 miles on 160's 2 lanes  and then t h e  highway connects with 
95 which has 4 l anes  t o  t h e  N.T.S. The 90 or so miles on 160 has no 
a u x i l i a r y  roads. We have a few paid firemen i n  our 55 member volunteer  I group. We despcrate'peed F.E.M.A. funds t o  t r a i n  and e q u i p b o u r  firemen. 
Las Vegas recent ly  had 70 t o  75 t ra ined  i n  Maryland f o r  a week. We were 
t o t a l l y  ignored. 

Liquid Nitrogen as w e l l  as l i q u i d  Cjinide,  propane, gasol ine and o t h e r .  
hazardous materials t r a v e l  t h i s  congested road 160 a l l  the  time. I gave a 
worst case senar io  on a s p i l l  a t  the  Indian Springs R i s o n  95 with 
a hazardous waste s p i l l .  Lls ten t o  t h e  tape or read the  t r a n s c r i p t  from 

.W.T.R.B Socielog~@l ' Meeting last spr ing.  It could be a real 
c t i c  tragedy. 

Under a l t e r n a t e  3; page 3-32 of the  summary is that 900,000 cubic  meters 
of L.L.H. and L.L.MLU. would be s tored  a t  N.T.S. me Transporatlon study 
on paqe 2-14 states 1 154 963 cubic yards of t h e  waste vould come through 
w i t h  a p o t e n t i a l  of  24,246,796 cubic yards over t h e  next 75 years .  

On pages 3-30 through 00 of the  Transportat ion E.I.S. there  are bar  
graphs. N.V. 6 (which p a r 4 U e 4 6 0 )  among t h e  highest  of every f a t a l i t y  
r i s k  from t r a f f i c  f a t a l i t i e s  t o  r a d i a t i o n  induced cancer risks and the  
highest  on hazardous index r i s k .  If an accident  happened on 95 
access  would be 160 through Pahrump. 

t h e  Only 

c i  

PRIVATE CITIZEN 14 (CONTINUED) 

N.T.S. cur ren t ly  s t o r e s  1.00 55 gal lon drums of T.R.Y. t h a t  may or may 
not go t o  W.I.P.P. I f  t h e r e  is no Y.I.P.P. w i l l  N.T.S. g e t  another 
5,000 gal lon drums of t ransuranic  wastel 

From the  recent ly  d e c l a s s i f i e d  D.O.D. report  t h e  missing numbers are 
f i l l e d  i n  t o  make up t h e  300 metric tons of H.L.W. that m i g h t  be s tored  
a t  N.T.S. if Yucca Mountain and a second repos i tory  ( t o t a l  $60 b i l l i o n )  
a r e  not b u i l t .  Would t h e  e x t r a  150 metric  tons be s tored  a t  N.T.S.? 

There seem t o  be no v iab le  plans f o r  r a i l r o a d s  coming t o  t h e  test Site from 
three  d1rect:ms. The f e d e r a l  government seems t o  have absolutely no 
i n t e r e s t  i n  our demographics. 
boundries as  they have never been surveyed by a l icensed  8urve)er w i t h  a 
stamu) i s  a s  lar a s  f i v e  eas te rn  s t a t e s .  Our County Colnmissionen 
have' a l loca ted  Or000 p a r c e l s  ranging i n  size from s i n g l e  parce ls  t o  
100 acres .  This means t h a t  our 20 000 people today could become the t h i r d  
most populated town i n  Nevada. Ye'have one of t h e  l a r g e s t  and p u r e t  
aqui fe rs  i n  the  whole nat ion.  

l y  quest ions are not only d i rec ted  towards D.O.E. and D.O.D. and D.O.T. 
but  t o  everyone i n  t h i s  country who is i n t e r e s t e d  i n  the  p lans  f o r  N.T.S. 
How can we take a s tand aga ins t  the  governnents t o t a l  d i s regard  f o r  
people espec ia l ly  the  people of Pahrump and Nye county who w l l l  be impacted 
by these poisons? 

Take t h e  expendable people of  Hanford 
with 55 mlll ion ga l lons  of  highly rad ioac t ive  waste cur ren t ly  s tored  
i n  177 underground tanks. If the  plutonium and uranium 235 w e r e  t o  r e a l l y  

t h e  charac te r i sa t ion  f o r  10. Cleanup would be 36 b i l l i o n  d o l l a r s .  The 
government has allowed t h i s  mess t o  go on f o r  almost 50 years  I shudder 
a t  what they hare  i n  mind f o r  us i n  Nye county. 

Nationwide t ranspor t  of  t h i s  L.L.W., L.L.R.Y., T.R.W. and H.L.W. rill 
destroy our p r i s t i n e  county and what about t h e  rest of t h e  43 states 
involved? We do not  want from a rad ioac t ive  s p i l l  from 
Los Alamos that ended up 
co l lo ids .  uhy  are there  s t u d i e s  being made when I have 
heard t h a t  there  is a real need t h a t  is belng ignored.? 

why don ' t  we go t o  new sc ience  and reprocess  and r e a c t i v a t e  on s i te  these  
dangerous elements? Nevada produces no rad io  a c t i v e  waste and Yet t h e  
federa l  government wants t o  put it a l l  here. The gover~%~jnt  knows a s  
do a l l  of us who have been studying radio-biology t h a t  r a d i a t i o n  can 
destroy our f u t u r e  generat ions.  We must s t o p  this nonsceme f o r  the 
preservat ion of our nat ion.  

As a stakeholder  I have absolutely no say about any of t h i s .  Information 
must g e t  t o  a l l  t h e  people of  t h i s  nat ion and t h e  world about how 
dangerous these plans are. Please plr. President  s t o p  it! 

OuV unincorporated town (with no map of t h e  

8 

Washington who have been l i v i n g  

0 c r i t i c a l  what would happen? This has been going on f o r  50 years and 

I 

10 
and pollrted it ldth rad io  a c t i v e  

I 

( 2 )  
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 20 

STATEMENT OF PAUL MCGINNLS. NTS EIS HEARING, MAR- 26. 1996 

parcd a mmpnbcnsive environmurtal i m p a  statement (€IS) for Q 
Nevada Test Site. I am bog& by what was omincd for ‘’national security" msoa% For example. 
thc DOE Vied to obscure the existence of a classified appcndix m mC EIS that discusses the Lyner 
complex in Arcs I among other topics.[l] Wlthout the information in the clarsificd appendix. it is 
difficult for &e public to defermine thc safety and health rirLr posed by m e  NTS projects. 

Another project that the W E  has studied. that is o m i d  from tbc EIS. is mC Air Fora’s 
nuclear rocket program originally code-named TlMBERWlND. that latu bccame the S m 
Nuclear ?hemal Ropulsion ( S N I P )  program. thal was notorious for having a classifid EIS. !ius 

. 253 million dollar program was planned for a $k near Saddle Mountain in Am 25 of the Nevada 
Test Site.[2][3] If you want to discus safety nsks. connder the cffccn of a rocket explosion like 
that of the Space Shuttle Challenger or the Titan  ex^ with a nuclcar t ’eaU~~ onhod. 

Perhaps thc biggest ching that the DOE has tried m c o d  is heir role, and the role of mC 
Ammic Energy Commission W0.h the yga of !he Air Forcc’s scmt airbare at W m  Lakc. 
The EIS mentions Dlumnium contammation m what I t  deseni  as Am 13 of the Nelhs Air Force 

Although the DOE 

t 

3 1  

4 

. ~ ~~ ~ 

Range Complex, A d  then shows maps in the EIS maC clcarly i n d i a  chat A m  13 is part of h e  
Groom Lakc basc.[41 ’Ibc northeasmu part of restricted a i n p  R-4808N. shown in the EIS 
maps, forms a wtangular box on military maps. sometimes refemd m as “DnamhC by military 
pilots. that contains Groom Lakc and in secret Air Fom base.[5] Tlu maps show that thc NTS 
supplies elffinid power to the Groom Lakc basc and provides access m Groom Lakc on 2 NTS 
roads. Mercury Highway and Valley Road. Although R-4808N conlains an Air Fom facility. this 
restricted airspace is controlled by the Department of Energy.[6] 

AEC documents from Ihe 1950s and 1960s have been released that-aveal the role of tk 
DOES redcccssor at Groom W. Ibc Groom LaLC basr.was originally built in the mid-1950s by 

Ad’s contactor REECO (Reynolds ~lecpica~ Engineering Company) under the cover name 
%‘ateflown Strip“ [7] for the CIA’S U-2 aircraft program. A 1957 pms release about a pilot who 
had to m&e an emergency landing at Watertown SVip revealed chat “the Wacurown landing smp is 
in the Groom Lake am at thc northeast corner of Ihc Nevada Test Site.”[S] The Groom Lakc 
facility evmtually beeame known as A m  51 Camp and was frequently r e f d  m as such in 
Nevada Test Site employee bulletios in rhc 1960s. For exaolplc, om bulletin even provided mC 
telephone numbers for Area 51’s base commander and security 0fticc.[9] 

By withholding i n f o d o a  like that described above. during a public environmental 
unpact statement process, the DOE duxascs the public’s nul and violates thc spint of s&retary 
o ’ h ? V y ’ S  OpCMeSS III ibLk.  
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 20 (CONTINUED) 

34090 

OTi-57-7U Nevada Test Orpjnization *29,1957 
OFFICE OF lEsT INFURHATION 

1235 South b i n  Stree t  
La5 Vegas, Ncvada 

Telepnone : D W e y  2-6350 r n n 4 m I h n Z ~  

A pi lo t  who landed his small private aircraft late Sunday on t h e  Watertown 
a i r  strik wicbn the res t r ic ted  air space over the Nnnda ?Oat ate WaO to t&e 
off today after being detained overnight a t  Mercury. 

e.rployee of the D o w a s  Aircraft= He was on a a w e  country tmlnbq 
nig!!t fro= Torrenee, California, t o  Lar Vegas when he lost  his uay, r8n lw 
on gas, and lamiad at Watertom. 

The p i lo t  is of Redondo Beach, California, m 

I h e  Watertom landing s t r i p  i s  in the Groom Lake b~ at tho northsrst 
comer of the Nevada lkst Site. 

Nevada Test Organization security o f f i c i a l s  reported the i n d d e n t ~ t o  the 
C i v i l  Aeronautics k inh i s t r a t ion ,  vhich adndnistere the air closurs aver the 
Test Site. 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 21 

DEPARmENT OP ENERGY 
SNVIRONb!E?TAL IMPACI Sl'Al'FMWT 
P.0.BOX 14459. 
LAS W A S  .NEV. Y9195 8066 

GBMZrnENt 

BY THE TIh!E THAT YN!  GJ3 AROUPD TO PUBLISHIF'G YOVR S P A T % = .  I WIU 

BE 90 ,YEARS OLD. 

AS you mu mis YITAL srmx>mcs WLUMNS IS YOUR LOCAL F.TWSPAP?R YCU 

WILL NOTICE M T  VERY FEW OF US MEN ARE ALIVE AT THIS AGE, MOST ARE DEAD. 

THIS  R X I T Y  CAUSES ME n? QJESTI@N THE PRVDFAXX C!f MY 13WLVTho MYSFLP 

IN %WETEAR MAITERS. vSPF.CIALLY WEN I Do NCT h'EED IT. AND I AM JUST 

M W  RSCOVERIX FRCH A STROKE, AND LEI' US BE HONIST AND AITJT THAT W. OLD 

MAN JUST AIm \M HE USED To BE, 
TM? W r Y  IS THAT I F  I 'WERE I'O DEVELOP MY ',aU .JII'h THE kELP FRCM 0. 0. E, 

tiIGH BNERGY LEVEL I)&- HASfE KNILD ALL BE RECYCLED, nNL C O S V W E D  BAIX 

INrO JRAtiilJM OP 1Y)TOPE 238 AND THERE IS No B T T Y R  GRADE :'CR P U S  FOR THC. 

.XICLEAR P0:F.R INDIISTRV. 

l?;E CONVERSION COLZD AND PDULD BE WtiB AT THE hTP.VADA TSST SITE AND I 

SUGGEST THAT IP THP!W4X IS I'O BE DON9,T'HAT E. G. AND G . BE GIW' THE 

cOHTRACT,AS IWEIR OFPIC'? IS MX u[R FRTM WERE I LIVE AW THAT IS IMPORTAM' 

IO ME A S  I NO LCffiBR HAVE MUClI SIRBGMH LEPr r0 Gcr UP AM) fX?. 

'PttE DESIGY ANC FNGI:r'TFRING C N L D  89 m'!E AT THPIR LOCK OFFICE, 

I 'rC)RKEC. FOR REYNOLDS 6ACK IN 1'364 1968, 

BOHN E. LOSKOT. 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 22 

To whom it may c o ~ e r n .  March 20.19% 

I have a few miavings abcut me extide I read in the Salt Lake Tribune concerning you test sight. 
As a member of the Utah pcpAace I fed an acdve letler to you was in a&. as I hope dd many 
OtherS. 

My concerns BB many. bui chiefly I am waried aboui you apparent la& of hope in both Cving and 
nonliving matter. By that I mean because you are not interested m completely shuning down y~ 
tsalhy. it ShGVs that you have vary little re+ fcr humans and the land you Will destroy and have 
obliterated akeady. There is akeady condemned land thm is obviously i n m b l e  to humans. 
do we r d y  naed mme land that is worthless at the hands Os man? I mink not. I want my 
qar&hil&en to be able to roam happily on a healthy planet. People are dying essentially at yaa 
mercy by little Q absolutely no fault of t he i  cwn. damaging the lives of thei loved aws. and 
making you lock like the devil's advocate. 
Have you ever gone threw the pain of losing someone you love? I have. too many times. I m o t  

sand the thought of someone else neadedy gcing thew the same tmwe. You may thhk the 
w d  tahre a bir ememe. bathers ism, wad I csn think d to cover aQ the aspects of whet death 
feels like to the ones still living. 
You we not ev4 p p m .  but you are people who need IO ask yard! aw question: 'Is money 
mae impatant man human tives'? Those of you who say yes ire heaftless. and I hope ou pams 
?,ever IOSS. But to those who say no. you are headed in the right & d o n  and all I can Say is 
lollan the path d life. not c r d l y  and death. 
I can ~ h w r  you'the way. all you must do is iistw to yov  heart. I hope this letter ws not ~au#ed at, 
a made tun of. I am a humble qd. wanting the wcrld and all Her inhabitants to 3e happy. safe and 
healthy. Thwk you fa yov time. 

.. 
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If you only wish to record thls as a written comment 
to DOE, please give to the stenographer. 

Check hue if you wish to 0 m& a formal statement. 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 27 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 27-1 

Name: Ms. Tamara Rosta 

Date: April 10, 1996 

City: Las Vegas 

@ Telephoned 0 Pleasecall 
0 Returned your call 0 Will call again 

Comment: Should keep NTS open, and use NTS for other 
purposes and testing, not necessarily nuclear. 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 28 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

! 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 28-1 

Name: William Blockley 

Date: April 25, 1996 

City: Boulder City 

@ Telephoned 0 Please call 

0 Returned your call 0 Will call again 

Comment: Comments for transportation of nuclear waste 
through Boulder City. Suggests routing be restricted to Hwy. 
95--NOT allow any nuclear waste over Hwy. 93. OK over 
Hoover Dam area. Hwv. 95 would have to be imvroved in some 
areas. but it does take hazard awav from trucks carrving 
material over Hoover Dam. 

Wants to bvvass roads constructed around Las Vegas so waste 
is not required to be transported through highly populated areas 
with high traffic volumes 



PRIVATE CITIZEN 29 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 29-1 

Name: Mr. Richard Fletcher, Sr. . 

Date: April 25, 1996 

City: North Las Vegas 

a Telephoned 0 Pleasecall 
0 Returned your call 0 Will call again 

Comment: Votes to keep NTS open because there is plenty 
of research they can do on other things besides 
testing; there is other research they can do, and 
other defense work they can do. 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 30 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 30-1 

Name: Mr. Daniel Romero 

Date: April 25, 1996 

City: Las Vegas 

a Telephoned 0 Pleasecall 
Returned your call 0 Will call again 

Comment: Does not want the NTS closed. 



PRIVATE CITIZEN 31 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 31-1 _ _  
Name: Mr. Donald R. Fletcher 

Date: April 25,1996 

City: Las Vega 

Telephoned Pleasecall a Returnedyourcall a Willcallagain 

Comment: Wants to keep NTS open. 
Would like to see a combination of work at NTS, 
including low-level waste storage and 
dismantling of weaDons, and would like to see 
it remain in a readv mode for testing. 

PRIVATE ClTlkN 32 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 32-1 

Name: Mr. Lucian0 Falozant 

Date: Apd 25,1996 

City: North Las Vega 

a Telephoned a Pleasecall 
0 Retumedyourcall a Willcallagain 

Comment: Voting to keep NTS open. 



PRIVATE C ~ E N  33 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 33-1 

Name: MS. Fannie White 

Date: April 25, 1996 

City: Mercury 

@ Telephoned 0 Pleasecall a Returnedyourcall 0 Willcallagain 

Comment: Wants to keep the test site open. 

a 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 34 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 34- 1 

Name: MS. Katherine M. Wilson 

Date: Apd 25, 1996 

City: Boulder City 

a Telephoned 0 Pleasecall a Returnedyourcall 0 Willcallagain 

Comment: Does not want waste material brought 
thru Boulder Citv or over the Hoover 



1 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 39 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: private Citizen 39-1 

Name: Dorothy Anderson 

Date: April 26,1996 

City: Henderson 

a Telephoned 0 Pleasecall 
0 Returnedyourcall 0 Willcallagain 

Comment: She would like someone authorized to answer 
questions for her regarding transportation of 
nuclear waste across the dam. She is opposed to 
this. 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 40 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

_ _  Comment Code: private Citizen 40- 1 

Name: Mr. James J. McGraw 

Date: April 26, 1996 

City: Pahrump 

8 Telephoned 0 Pleasecall 
0 Returnedyourcall 0 Willcallagain 

Comment: Employed at NTS for 18 years. NTS has been 
good for the economy and my family. 
He has known about the many programs at the NTS, and he 
thinks there is over emDhasis on nuclear testing. 
Feels people who are against the NTS are against him. 
Appreciates if his telephone call has any impact on 
maintaining the NTS. 

I '  



PRIVATE CITIZEN 41 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

. r l  Date: April 29, 1996 

City: Boulder City 

@ Telephoned Q Pleasecall 
0 Returnedyourcall 0 Willcallagain 

Comment: 
Hiahwavs 93 and 95. and with more concern over dangerous 

Re: Low-level waste being transported on 

liquified natural gas being transported from Mexico with 
Mexican drivers. We don’t understand why this is going to 
be done, and we object to it. Why is there such a cavalier 
attitude toward this? Trucks should be taken off this 
highway and run through the Willow Creek Bridge which 
should have been built with the money spent on the theatre 
and nonsense at Boulder Dam. 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 42 

Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 42 

Name: Ms. Patricia Dawson 

Date: April 29, 1996 

Citv: Boulder City 

Telephoned 0 Pleasecall 
0 Returnedyourcall 0 Willcallagain 

Comment: Send summary only. Has home less than U4 
mile from Highway 95 that goes through Boulder City. 
Traffic is very heavy on that road. There are accidents all 
the time. Her concern is about if there is an accident which 
could happen on that road, or leakage-this would effect 
the air and water in that area and among those homes. 
Homeowners are very concerned about this. St. Jude’s 
Ranch is nearbv which houses children. 



PRIVATE CITIZEN 43 

April 30,1996 

Donald R. Elk, Director 
Envimnmental Roteaion Division 
US. Department of Enagy 
Nevada Operations Office 
P.O. Box 14459 
LasVegas.NV89114 

RE: SUBMISSION OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAF'C NTS EIS 

Dear Mr. U e :  

Enclosed are five comments I have on the Environmental tmpact Stamncot for the Nevada Test 
Site. Please msmit  to me a copy of the Final EIS once it has been completed. 

Jeff Brown 

 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 43 (CONTINUED) 

Comment 1.. Reference page S-21 lines 7-9,15,16,21-26, and table S-3 ( page 4 of 7) 

This applies to alternatives 1,3 

Approximately 10.420 acres of previously undisturbed habitat under alternative 3 and 

7,490 acres under alternative 1 are to be cleared, of which 3,015 p d d  be desert tortoise 

habitat. 

A number of plant and animal species an known to inhabit the NTS, Tonopah Test range 

and NAFR complex, Specifically the desut tortoise. cunently in the plivate and 

commercial sector it is required that prior to any larid disourbena , a search must be done 

to detrrmine ifthe area is inhabited by the desert tortoise. This appears not to have been 

accomplished by the NTS. No 14 s p i f i c s  are identifled as to how or what colrective 

actions will be taken to provide alternative habitat for the displaced desert tortoise 

(crmently federally listed as a threatened species), if found to be inhabiting these sites. 

Comment 2 Refe.rence page S-22 lines 10-16 rrgarding air quality and climate: 

Also Table S-3 (page 1 of 7) for alternativw 1,3,4 

The addition ofthe New solar Edaprisezont (new land distrnbance of some 2,402 

-1 

Because there me no air monitoring stationsin~s a m  it is assumed air quality is good. 

In the intaSt of safety and the environment, I would recommend that a NAh4S (National 

Air Monitoring site) or a SLAMS (stateandLocal Air MonitOmng Site be situated in the 

projed Schoal a m  and the Cabal Test site mato dctermim what levels of fugitive dust 
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TO: Hr. Don Elle. Director of Environmental Departmental Division. 
United States of America - Department of Energy, 
P. 0. Box 14459, 
Las Veaaa. Nevada, 89114 

SUBJECT: Traneportatlon Routes for The Transporting and Disposal of 

Dear Hr. Don Ello - AND Associate Members of The Environmental Impact 
Low Level Radioactive Waste. 

Study GROUP: 

We are writing this letter - to you SIR - and to the Associate 
Environmental Impact Study (E.1.S.) personnel - who will and are 
Investigating and Author The E.I.S. Report - concerning The Ten 
Proposed Routes for The Transportation of Low Level Radioactive 
Waste - to 'The DISPOSAL Test Slte- or ROPEFULLY - through the STATE 
of Nevada. It is SOT the Destination of the Radioactive waste - that 
is the topic of CONCERN - although WE CANNOT IUAGINE - IN OUR "WIDEST 
CONTAINER and STORAGE FACILITY - FOR TEE REST OF TEE UNITED STATES OF NIGHTMARES" - WEY TEE STATE OF-NEVADA - WAS CHOSEN TO BE THE YEAS6 
AMERICA. OUR OPINION IS - TEAT NEVADA DOES NOT M V E  TEE CONGRESSIONAL 
STRENGTE OR ELECTORIAL VOTES - TO COUNTER - TEE ACTIONS OF -6AVING 
TEIS RADIOACTIVE WASTE - R M E D  - DOWN OUR THROATS- - OR - UP - AN- 
OTEER PART OF OUR ANATOUY. TEE PEOPLE OF NEVADA EAD TEE "CRAZY- 'IDEA - 
TEAT DEPT. OF ENERGY (D.O.E.) SECRETARY - UR. BABBITT - WAS -OUR 
FRIEND- - OUR FEDERAL PROTECTOR - AN ENVIRONMENTALIST - AND - WOULD 
NEVER LET TElS EAPPEN !!! AFTER A L L  - UASN'T ENOUGE OF TEE STATE OF 
NEVADA - RUINED - BY TEE NUCLEAR TESTING - ABOVE GROUND - A N D  - BELOW 
??? THIS NEVADA LAND - RUINATION - WENT-ON -'FOR - BOW UANY YEARS 777 
THE DEFENSE OF OUR COUNTRY - WAS AT STAKE - SO EVERYONE DID TEEIR 
PART- - ESPECIALLY NEVADA and UTAE!!!! NOW - TEE STATE OF NEVADA IS 
TEE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA !!!! AND - TO FURTEER - PUT SALT IN TEE 
OPEN WOUND" - WE W V E  TO - ATTEND - DISCUSS - ASK - AND PLEAD - while 
WE ATTEN? -.GOD KNOWS - AOW UANY MEETINGS - A N D  LISTEN TO,- BOW UANY 

YEARS - TO RAVE - VIIS RADIOACTIVE WASTE - YWJ - TRANSPORTED THROUGR 
OUR COEIHUNITIES. ' A U.S.-D.O.E. OFFICIAL - HAS STATED (PER-TEE BOUL- 
DER CITY NEWS of 4/18/1996 - PAGE ONE - FICTB PARAGRAPE) - LOW LEVEL 
RADIOACTIVE WASTE TAKE? THOUSANDS OF YEARS TO BREAK DOWN BEFORE IT IS 
UN-HARUFUL TO RUUANS ! 

"SELECTED" - TO BE - THE NUCLEAR and,RADIOACTIVE WASTE--DUnP- - FOR 

EXPERTS - FOR BOW MNY EOURS. DAYS AND UONTES - AND YES - NOW 

AND NOW - ONCE AGAIN - TEE CITIZENS OF NEVADA - AND - UORE 
SPECIFICALLY - THE CITIZENS OF BOULDER CITY and HENDERSON, NEVADA - 
ARE TBREA'TENED - EVEN FU?TEER - BY THE GOVERNMENT OF TEE UNITED STATES. 
OF WERICA - WIT6 EAVING - - A  CONTMINATE DANGER - FOR TEOUSANDS 
YF.AES" - TRANSPORTED THROUGH TEE STATE OF NEVADA and TEESE TWO C O W -  
NITIES. 

Facilitator Brad Benson. stated (B.C. News, 4/18/1998 --Page 
ONE - Second Paragraph.) - that BE was disappointed with the low turn- 
out' (of The April 8. l9SB meeting). eapeclally alter residents Pro- 
vided valuable input at a similar meeting TBREE UONTES AGO. (B.C. 
NEWS. 4/.18/1896. PAGE ONE - FOUBTB PARAGRAPH) - AGAIN UR. B. BENSON.- 
-BACK IN JANUARY 1995 D.O.E. EELI-A SCOPING UEETING m ONE TBING TEAT 
CAUE OUT WAS, UOST RESIDENTS DID NOT EEALIZE A LOW LEVEL ROUTE W A S  
COUING THROUGH TEE CITY. IT REALLY UPSET A LOT OF PEOPLE. AGAIN (B.C. 
NEWS, 4/18/1996. - PARAGRAPE S I X  - whicE starts ON Page ONE hND ENDS 
ON Page THREE - TOP MIDDLE OF PAGE THREE) - ORIGINALLY the D.O.E. - 
DID NOT - SELECT BOULDER CITY as one of the sites for meetings BEN- 
SON - (AGAIN) said. but several people pressured them into it. The 
community made their apprehenaiona known and In doing so the DOE 
included Boulder City. EVEN - TEE UATOR of BOULDER CITY - -61s HONOR- 
HR. ERIC LUNDGAARD - brought up the lack of response as being apathy" 
before the last City Council meeting. 

UR. DON ELLE (DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENTAL DEPARTMENTAL DIVISION - 
OF TEE U.S. DEPT. OF ENERGY). YOUR EOYOR - UR. WYOR - UR. ERIC 
LIJNDGAARD (that calls people -animala and statements of that effect - 
when TEE CITIZENS - OF-THE B.C. COUHUNITY - EVEN DARE - TO DISAGREE - 
EITT (U. N. L. V. Environmental Studies Program), UR. BRAD BENSON - 
FACILITATOR (WEBSTER's DICTIONARY states A FACILITATOR - AS ONE WE0 
ATTEUPTS TO MAKE TEINGS - EASY or LESS DIFFICULT). and TEE TEIETY or 

LAS VEGAS COMMUNITY OUTREACE AND EDUCATION (CORE) (Reference: B.C. 
NEWS. 4/18/1998, Page ONE. Paragraph TRREE) - AND hNYONE ELSE - WHO 
BAS STATED AN OPINION ABOUT 'TEE-POOR YWRN-OUT - OF TEE BOULDER CITY 
APRIL 8, 1996 CITY AALL MEETING! 

WEEN ATTENDING - ONE OF -61s HONOR'S- MEETINGS). PROFESSOR PAUL RIC- 

SO - EXPERTS FROU THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, the UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA. 

WE, - NANCY and ROY J. KASSEBAUU (LAND OWNER"B IN TEE CITY OF 
EENDERSON. NEVADA - AND VERY SOON - IN TEE FUTURE - RESIDENTS OF 
BOULDER CITY. NEVADA) - WOULD LIKE TO -STATE' OUR OPINIONS: 

# I . :  - CONCERNING TEE UATTER OF -LOW AITENDANCE- OF THE D.0.E. 
UEETINGS. 12.: - THE TEN PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION ROVTES OF LOW LEVEL 
RADIOACTIVE WASTE - THREE OF WHICH - ARE PROPOSED TO TRAVERSE TAROUGE 
TEE COMMUNITIES OF BOULDER CITY - AND/OR - EENDERSON. NEVADA. 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 45 (CONTINUED) 

OPINION NUMBER ONE - CONCERNING TEE W ~ E R  OF. -.LOW A"ENDANCE- OF 
THE Di0.E. ROUTE- YEETINGS. TEIS OPINIONATED REPLY IS PRIMARILY 
DIRECTED TO TEE GENTLEMEN MENTIONED IN TEE NEXT TO LAST PARAGRAPE - 
ALTHOUGE NOT CONSTRUCTIVE - IT IS -FOOD FOR TEOuGHf'. Did it ever 
occur to ANYONE OF YOU - KEY TEERE IS APATEY and POOR ATTENDANCE - 
concerning These Recent (Before Referenced) Meetings ??? A 8  BRIEFLY 
mentioned before -'LOOK BACK AT TEE EISTORY OF TEE STATE OF NEVADA - 
JUST rrom WW I1 - t o  PRESENT DAY - INCLUDING MEETINGS. 

TEE STATE of Nevada has been The United States' "DUPIP- - as far 
as ANYTHING EVEN REMOTELY CONCERNING - NUCLEAR - Be it TESTING (Above 
r r  Below the surface) - OR NOW - DISPOSAL of LOW Level Radioactive 
STATE, CITY or COMUNITY MEETINGS EAVE BEEN HELD - JUST SINCE WU 11'- 
ON TEESE VERY SUBJECTS and CONCERNS ??:??? DID TEESE MEETINGS - F A T  
SHOWED TEE NEVADA CITIZENS -CONCERNS", WORRIES- AND "DI.SPLEASURES - 
DO ANY GOOD ????? 
?uSS of the STATE OF NEVADA IS NOW - UNDER CONTROL OF - OR OWNED - BY 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT ????? DID TEE -CONCERNS- and "MEETINGS 
ATTENDED- - OF THE PAST and PRESENT CITIZENS OF NEVADA - REALLY -, MAKE 

WASTE-. !!!! BOW MANY OF TEESE N P E S  OF FEDERAL, CONGRESSIONAL, 

ROW MUCE OF TEE TOTAL - ACREAGE OF TXE TOTAL, - LAND 

A DIFFERENCE ????? WEEN A NUMBER OF B.C. CITIZENS.- DISAGREED WITE 
MAYOR E. LUNDGAARD-- OVER A -LOCAL" HATER - TEEY WERE CALLED 'ANI- 
OF TEE STATE OF-NEVADA - WOULD - YOU - ATTEND - MORE - OR ANY - OF HALS" - OR WORDS TO TEAT EFFECT ! ! .  IF YOU WERE or ARE - A CITIZEN 

THESE MEETINGS - GIVEN TEE PAST EISTORY - OF TEE RESULTS OF THESE 
MEETINGS - -CHAIRED- BY and FOR the U.S. Government. STATE Government 
or CITY and - TEEIR - PROPOSALS and -MATTER$-????? OR WOULD YOU "JUST 
STAY AT EOME- - AND WATCH YOUB -FORNICATION - OVER TEE T. V.??? 
BECAUSE OF TEE PAST HISTORY - OF ALL OF TEESE MEETINGS - HAS SHOWN - 
THAT - YOUR - CONCERNS (and in B.C.'S recent case) NIONS - ARE 
ImERFERING WITH TEE DECISIONS - m T  W V E  - A L R d Y % 3  E !I! BUT-DO 
YOU KNOW WEAT - TEE PUBLIC SERVING - T.V. STATION and EVEN TEE UNITED 
STATES GOVERNMENT D.O.E.(Chairing these meetings) - .DOES NOT CARE 
ENOUGX - TO INSURE - TEAT THESE -VITAL- and -CONCERNING' MEETINGS - 
HAVE BROAD-CAST AUDIO SOUND - FOR TEESE - -VITAL MEETINGS" - SO TEAT 
-TEEY" COULD BE SEEN and BEARD BY TEE DISABLED or SBUT-IN'S - AND/OR 
TEE CONCERNED CITIZENS - WE0 - NOW - PREFER TO TAKE "THEIR VERBAL 
ANAL-FLOSS and EVENTUAL SANDY FORNICATION- - AT LEAST - IN THEIR EASY 
CRAIRS AT EOME !!!! LOOK AT TEE.PAST EISTORY - AND - THINK - HONESTLY - AB0t.T THE RESULTS - A N D  TEE NEVADA LAND OWNERSHIP and !dtJftJ IS GETTING 
THE "DUMP" RESULTS !!!!!! I SEALL NOW INDICATE AND -POINT-OvT' - 
AGAIN - JUST FROM TEE MEETINGS - MENTIONED - IN TEE B.C. NEWS dated 
4/18/1996 (THE ARTICLE by MR. ROY TEEISS ON -WASTE TURNOUT LOW") - 
THAT D.O.E. MEETINGS 'BACK IN JANULRY. 1995. TEE "SIMILAR MEETINGS - 
THREE MONTES AGO,-,AND TEE APRIL 8.1996 MEETING - ALL REFERENCED 
OPINIONS TRAT WERE.STAmD - TO TEE EFFECT - 
APPREEENSIONS KNOWN- AND "IT REALLY UPSET A LOT OF PEOPLE' AND EVEN 
TEE B'.C. NAYOR - STATED AT TEE CITY COUNCIL MEETING -WE TAKE TEEIR 
ADVISE VERY SERIOUSLY" (IS IT FONTR ACT RENEWAL TIME ; ALREADY ???). 

TEE COMMUNITY MADE THEIR 
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TEE POINT - I AH INDICATING - IS - TEE PEOPLE OF TEE COlMUNITIES 
OF BOULDER CITY. LAS VEGAS AND EVEN ST. GEORGE - EAVE - HADE - TEEIR 
OPINIONS KNOWN - AND THAT IS - THEY ARE VERY UPSET - WITH - ANY PRO- 
POSED LOW LEVEL RADIATION WASTE TRANSPORTATION ROUTE - TEAT GOES 
TEROUGE - OR EVEN - NEAR - THE COHnUNITIES OF HENDERSON AND/OR BOULDER 
CITY - TO OBTAIN TEE "DUMPS- DESIGNATED FOR 01' NEVADA. TEAT IS 
PRETTY CLEAR - IS IT NOT .??? EVEN - WE - CAN COHPREEEND -THAT HIICE- - 
FROM TEE B.C. News of 4/18/1996 !!!! WEY ARE TEESE MEETINGS - EVEN 
BEING CONDUCTED - GIVEN TEE PAST EISTORY OF TEE STATE OF NEVADA - OR 
IS IT "MEETING TIME" - TO CALL FOR A BOWL AND PITCBER OF WATER - IN 
ORDER - TO WASR ny HANDS OF THIS ENTIRE UTTER ???- 

OPINION NUMBER TWO - (a . ) :  TEESE ARE MY WIFE'S AND MY OPINIONS - 
CONCERNING - TEE PROPOSED - TEN LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE ROUTES. 
THE B.C.NEWS ARTICLE STATED TEAT - TWO PROPOSED ROUTES WOULD TRAVEL 
OVER EOOVER DAM AND ONE PROPOSED ROUTE FROM CALIFORNIA GOES ALONG LAKE 
MEAD DRIVE IN HENDERSON NEVADA. TEE ARTICLE FURTEER STATES - TEAT TEE 
D.O.E. HAS "SUGGESTED- - TEREE ROUTES - TEAT BY-PASS BOULDER CITY. 
WHY IS TEERE A MEETING - OR EVEN A QUESTION CONCERNING - ANY - OF THE 
PROPOSED ROUTES - WEEN - W Y  - OF TEE SAFETY AND WELL-BEING - OF - ANY 
- POPULATED COMMUNITY IS CONCERNED ???????? 
TEREE - D.O.E. SUGGESTED - ROUTES - BY-PASS BOULDER CITY - AND - I 
PRESUME - NEIGXBORING HENDERSON, NEVADA ????????'??????? 

ESPECIALLY - WEEN-=- 

PIR. D. ELLE - WAS QUOTED AS STATING - -TEERE IS A CERTAIN RISK 
WEEN GOING TEROUGH TEE COMMUNITIES" 
TRANSPORTATION). MR. D. ELLE FURTEER STATES - BUT TEE CEANCE OF AN 
ACCIDENT HAPPENING ARE VERY LOW'. WEEN and WHERE - HAS THE AMERICAN 
PUBLIC 'HEARD" TEAT STATEMENT - BEFORE ?? WAS IT WEEN NUCLEAR REACTORS 
WERE FIRST PUT -ON-LINE - ALONG TEE EAST COAST - OR - WAS IT FROM 
RUSSIA - BEFORE OR AFTER - KIEV - AND TEE -ACCIDENT- - THAT IS STILL - 
KILLING -SICK- PEOPLE, ANIMALS AND EVEN INSECTS - CQ TO 60 RADIUS 
MILES AWAY FROM THE ACCIDENT- SITE 977 OR BETTER STILL - LET'S LOOK 
AT TEE ACCIDENT RATE - OF TRUCKING - TEAT IS - LOCAL - OR IN CA- 
LIFORNIA - OR ANYWEERE - AND - TEEN - TRY TO CONVINCE - ANYONE - TEAT 
THE CHANCE OF AN ACCIDENT RAPPENING - IS VERY LOW !!!! ONLY - IN THIS 
CASE - IT COULD - AND WOULD INVOLVE - LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE W A S T E  - 

(WITE LOW 4EVEL BADIOACTIVE WASTE 

TEAT COULD -ENTER- and/or -BE ACCIDENTLY - DEPOSITED' - IN ANY NUMBER 
OF COHP(uN1TY FACILITIES - FROM ROADS(rninirnum). WATER SUPPLY, ELECTRI- 
CAL SERVICE and - EVEN - TO TEE - AL8 - TEAT IS BREATEED. 

MR. D. ELLE AND MEMBERS OF TEE E.I.S. REPORT COMMISSION - HAY 1 
TWULGE IN A -WEAT-lF- 9- LET'S INDULGE IN THE PREYISE - TEAT ONE OF 
THE FINAL SELECTED AND APPROVED TRANSPORTATION ROUTES - GOES OVER TEE 
HOOVER DAM. LET'S FURTEER INDULGE - AND STATE TEAT AN ACCIDENT OC- 
CURRED ON EOOVER DAM AND INVOLVED A LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE TRANS- 
PORTATION VEEICLE. 

P 
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LET'S FURTHER STATE - THAT AS A RESULT OF THE ACCIDENT - ANOTHER 
"ACCIDENT- OCCURS - AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE. DIRT OR CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS - ENTERS THE WATERS OF LAKE HEAD AND/OR THE INTERNAL OPERATIONS OF TEE 
GIGANTIC HOOVER DAM - ELECTRICAL GENERATING FACILITIES. THIS IS TEE 
SAME RADIOACTIVE WASTE.HATERIAL TEAT HAS BEEN QUOTED AS "TAKING 
THOUSANDS OF YEARS TO BREAK DOWN - BEFORE IT BECOMES L'NHARMFUL TO 
HUnANS" ! ! !  HOW MUCH - AREA - ALONE - WOULD BE FURTHER CONTAMINATED ? 
A SIXTY MILE RADIOACTIVE RADIUS - COVER - FOR - ALL - OF LAKE MEAD - 
!ND - TEE RIVERS - 
CONTAMINATED" WATERS?? HOW WOULD THIS RADIOACTIVE WASTE - EFFECT TEE 
ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS OF HOOVER DAM - THAT SVPPLIES ELECTRICAL POWER TO 
AN AWFUL LOT OF THE VESTERN UNITED STATES ?? I BELIEVE ENOUGH -WHAT- 
IF'S" - HAVE BEEN STATED - TO INDICATE THAT - ANY - WASTE TRANSPORTA- 
TION ROUTE OVER HOOVER DAM AND THROUGH THE COKWNITY OF BOULDER CITY - 
RAS TO CONSIDER - THE ABOVE - ''m2T-W ! ! ! !  AS PREVIOUSLY STATED - 
ANY - WASTE MATERIAL TRANSPORTATION ROTE THAT ENDANGERS - ANY - 
ED, DISAPPROVED AND STATED - AS BEING DISAPPROVED ^OF- IN - NO UNCER- 
TAIN TERMS - TO - THE - OR - ANY - RADIOACTIVE WASTE TRANSPORTATION 
CONTACTED CONTRACTOR - IN AIS CONTRACT - AND "STAMPED UPON HIS 
BRAIN"!! WE FEEL THAT - THIS -AND - A.Y - AND - ALJ "RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE ENDANGERMENT STATEMENT PERTAINING TO - ANY POPULATED COMMUNITY - 
MUST BE STATED AND AGREED TO - IN - ANY WRITTEN AGREEMENT OR CONTRACT - Wl'lg -E - OR ANY - CONTRACTOR - TEAT EVEN - REVIEWS - TEE 
CONTRACT FOR THE LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE TRANSPORTATION -JOB- ! ! !  

ABOVE AND BELOW - THE "LOW. ACCIDENT RISK" - 

COMMUNITY - EVEN WITH TRE - REMOTEST - WHAT-IF - SEOULD HEDISCARD- 

OPINION NUnBER TWO - (b.): - CONCERNS THE PROPOSED ROUTE FOR 
THE TRANSPORTATION OF RADIOACTIVE WASTE - FROM CALIFORNIA - TEAT "GOES 
ALONG LAKE MEAD DRIVE IN HENDERSON-. ONCE AGAIN - WE WILL STATE -.THAT 
WE ARE VNCOMPRO?IISlNGLY - AGAINST - . , A H  - AYD - A s  - PROPOSED ROLTES 
THAT WILL CARRY - ANY - AND EVEN - AN EMPTY RETURN LOAD' - AND/OR - 
EVEN O B  M I  O_F e S w  OF LOW. LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE - THROUGH - - mu - POPULATED COMMUNITIES - OF Q& PERSON OR MORE ! ! ! ! ! !  
ESPECIALLY WHEN THE D.Q.E. - H A S  SUGGESTED - THREE ROLTES THAT BY- 
PASS BOULDER CITY. THESE THREE BY-?ASS ROUTES - A&O : W T  - INCLUDE - 
RENDERSON. NEVADA - ESPECIALLY THE NEWLY POPULATED AND EX PLOD^ 
HOUSING and POPULATION - ALONG LAKE MEAD DRIVE - FROM 1-15 (TO TEE 
WEST) and AT LEAST 10 MILES PAST or EAST of the MULDER CITY RIGHWAY - 
THAT TRAVERSES RENDERSON. YEVADA. HAS - . A m  - TOLD THE D.O.E. 
PERSONNEL - AND/OR - THE E.I:S. 
ELLE - ABOUT TRE -ACCIDENTAL - CHEMICAL CLOUD - THAT - "NEVER WOULD 
HAPPENED" 
ONLY - HAPPENED - 9m - "DRIFTED- . -  SOUTR - BY WIND CURRENTS - FROM 
I T ' S  ORIGIN ( N E A R  THE ISDLSTBIAL RAILROAD T ? A C K S ) ' ~ J b S ~ H  E L s  

AS TO "TRE CLOUD'S TOXICITY" AND - ALSO - AS TO -TTlE -T TEAT THIS 
CLOUD - HAD ON THE TOWN'S - POPULATION - OF WHAT IS NOW CALLED - 
RENDERSON. NEVADA. 

PERSONNEL - AND'ESPECIALLY MR. DON 

- BUT - DID BAPeEN - TO RENDERSON NEVADA ?? THIS CLOUD - NOT 
B u . 1 .  THERE ARE VARYING- STORIES-. SNDIES- - AND 'RESULTS" - 
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WE FEEL, WE DO NOT HAVE TO INDULGE I N  FURTHER - "WHAT-IF'S- CON- 
CERNING AN -ACCIDENT GENERATED- LOU LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE - CLOUD - 
OF TRANSPORTED DIRT OR CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS AND IT'S "EFFECT- - ON THE 
EVER EXPANDING POPULATION (ALONG LAKE MEAD DRIVE) - ESPECIALLY FROM I- 
15. THROUGE GREEN VALLEY and RENDERSON - A s  - TEE POSSIBILITY TEAT IT 
COULD REACH LAKE MEAD AND/OR BOULDER CITY, NEVADA - ALSO. 

ANOTHER QUESTION - CONCERNING THE TRANSPORTATION OF TEE LOW LEVEL 
) TION OF THE LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE - SCHEDULED - FOR OPERATION ?? 

RADIOACTIVE WASTE ??? ROW LONG OF A TIME PERIOD - 
SmIFICALLY IN DAYS, WEEKS. MONTES AND YEARS ??? 

IS THIS TRANSPORTA- 

ANOTHER QUESTION - WHAT -ABSOLUTE- -TOTAL- - SAFEGUARDS - ARE 
SPECIFICALLY "CALLED - OUT- IN THE RADIOACTIVE WASTE TRANSPORTATION 
CONTRACT ?7? IS TEERE AN INDEPENDENT -BONDED- QUALITY ASSURANCE - 
VEHICLE AND SAFEN INSPECTION CONTRACTOR - TEAT IS CONTRACTED - 
m Y  SEPARATELY - FOR TEE DAILY INSPECTION- and CERTIFICATION - 
OF - fl - AND - ALL - VEEICLES - AS TO THEIR OPERATION - AND - LEAK- 
PROOF - SAFETY STATUS ?? SUCE AS - -PROPER- BRAKING SYSTEMS. HEAD AND 
RUNNING LIGHTS OPERATION AND ADJUSTMENT, LOAD WEIGHT VERIFICATION - AT 
A MINIMUM OF - THREE - SEPARATE WEIGHT VERIFICATION STATlONS - FOR 

I 

EACH TRIP - AID - EACH WAY 77 ADDITIONAL-ITEMS - SUCH AS EACE VE- 
RICLE'S TIRE TREAD~ICKNESS - AND - TIRE SAFETY STATUS - FOR EACH 
TRIP - EACH WAY 77 THESE ARE - -JUST A MINUTE PORTION" - OF SOW. OF 
THE SAFETY ITEMS - THAT.- M4T BE - "AGREED-TO- - AND STRICTLY ADMIN- 
ISTERED - FOR EACH VEHICLE - AND EACR ONE-WAY -TRIP- - AT - TEE 
FEDERAL, STATE AND COMMUNITY LEVELS ! ! ! !  

ED"?? AS WE ARE - ALL - -4WARE OF- AND IN FACT - ANYONE - TEAT HAS 
TRAVELED - ANY ROAD - IN NEVADA - OR ANY OTHER STATE - AND/OR - IN 
FACT - ENY TOWN OR CITY STREET OR ROAD 1 RAS BEEN - -SPATTERED- 
"PELTED- AND OTHERWISE - UNACC EPTI RECEIVED" - DEBRIS THAT - ANY 

OR DIRT -VAPOR" - THAT W?S 'w' - JUST FROM - TEIS VEHICLE'S OPERA- 
TION and "PIODUS OPERANDI . 

ANY - WASTE OR DEBRIS TRANSPORTATION VEHICLES - EVEN IF THEY ARE 
-SO-CALLED- COVERED - OR -'THE LOAD IS SO-CALLED -CONTAINED- - HAS 
-LOST P4RT OF and SOMETIYES - \LL - OF IT'S WISTE OR DEBRIS - CARGO - 
BECAUSE OF THE VIBRATION. STRESS AND BREAKDOWN OF THE ATTACEED and 
ASSOCIATED WASTE OR DEBRIS - S- CQNTAINHENT F m  - ON - ANY - 
OF THESE TYPES OF VEHICLES. 
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6 

WHAT - ABSOLUTE - SAFEGUARDS - FOR THESE ABSOLUTE - QUALITY 
IYSPECTIONS AND ONE-WAY TRIP - VERIFICATION SAFEGUARDS - HAVE BEEN 
INSTITUTED AND CONTRACTUALLY GUARANTEED - TO INSURE'AND PREVENT - OXE 
YICRON - OF ONE SPECK - OF LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE - TEAT IS PO- 
AND/OR TRAVELED P-YITIES ??? THESE GUARANTEES - SHOULD - ALSO - 

7 

' 

8 

9 

YEN7 QUESTION - HAVE ANY SAFEGUARDS OR VERIFICATION INSPECTIONS - 
BEEN CONTRACTLIALLY IXSTITUTED - TEAT GUARANTEES - TEAT TEE WASTE 
YATERI.4L BEING TRINSPORTED ON - A - PARTICULAR "LOADED- - TRANSPORTA- 
TION VEHICLE - AND/OR - IN A PARTICULAR - TEE VEHICLE'S - -, EAS 
BEEN INSPECTED AND VERIFIED - TO BE - AT A SPECIFIC LEVEL - LR UNDER - 
A SPECIFIED PRE-DETERMINED - STANDARD - FIGURE - OR - TRANSWRTABLE 
AMOUNT - OF.- -So M M Y  RADIATION - CURIES"'??? 

YET - ANOTHER QUESTION - WILL - OR - MAY - THESE TRANSPORTATION 
YEHICLES - OF THIS LOU LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE - BE IDENTIFIED - WITE 
THAT THESE VEHICLES ARE TRANSPORTING LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE - AND 
THAT 50 Y m  OF DISTANCE - SBQULD - A M  M W  &E - MAINTAINED - AT ALL 
TIYES - IN ORDER TO YAINTAIN HUMAN HEALTH - AND - SAFETY ?? I WOULD 
FLIRTEER REQvEST.- THAT THESE RADIOACTIVE WASTE TRANSPORTATION VEHICLES 
- RE "EASILY- AND KYIQUELY - VISIBLY - IDENTIFIED - SO W T  THEIR 
-SPECIAL" MARKINGS. COLORS AND LETTERING - CAN BE " S X N "  AND IDENTI- ~ 

UU, - FROM A 20120 VISION DISTANCE - OF ONE EUNDRED YARDS (OR THREE 
WNDRED FEET) DISTANCE.- AWAY. 

SPECIAL" MARKINGS - AND - COLORS - AND LETTERING - THAT STATES - 

' EVEN IF TEESE - ABOVE REQUESTS, COUUENTS and QUESTIONS - CON- 
CERNING SAFEGUARDS, 
ARE -COMPLIED-WITH- - !HAT ASSURANCES C&N BJ INSTALLED- - TEAT - ARE 
Gl!IRnS V1l.L RE GI.!AAAYTEED - FOR EACH ONE-WAY P m I O N  OF EACR WASTE 
TR4NSPORTATION .JOURNEY OR TRIP ?? W E  - ARE ESPECIALLY CONCERNED - SHES 
THE TRANSPORTATION VEHICLES, DRIVERS AND SAFEGUARD INSPECTORS - BECOW 

INSPECTIONS, VERIFICATIONS AND SAFETY- GUARANTEES 

- AND WILL BE INSTITUTED - TO. INSURE - TEAT - A L ~ F  THESE SAFE- 

COMMENCES !! 
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Mr. Don Elles. and/or your Associates - I hope - you have 
'made-it- - this far - in this letter - SO THAT I MAY EXPRESS MY 
-THANKS - concerning - TBlS POTENTIALLY "LIFE-TEREATENING--DEADLY- 
TRANSPORTATION WASTE -PROBLEM- - AND - YpuB Asaiatance. H U  and Con- 
c u s  - that appeared - in print - to be Very Sincers ! !  

WE ARE ESPECIALLY AWARE - TEAT YOU ARE TRYING TO "SELL- - TEE 
- VERY POLITELY - YET - V a Y  STRONGLY - PEOPLE OF NEVADA - AT THls MOMENT IN TIME OF TEIS OPERATION !! WE 

THEREFORE ARE -REQUESTING 
THAT TEESE BEFORE MENTIONED GUARANTEES and - ALSO - E S P E C m -  TEE 
THREE COMWNITY "BY-PASS- ROUTES and THE SAFETY GUARANTEES(TEAT WERE 
ASKED IN TEIS LETTER - IN TEE FOR-F A QUESTIONS, COMMENTS AND STATE- 
MENTS) - BE A-Y - 1- !! THEIR INSTALLATION INTO TEIS 
LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE TRANSPORTATION OPERATION - WILL MINUTELY - 
OR - PARTIALLY "HELP- - SO THAT THESE - ABSOLUTE - NINIENn - SAFETY 
STANDARDS AND GUARANTEES - WILL - AID - AND PARTIALLY - INSURE - TEAT 
TEE TRANSPORT OF THIS - LOW LEVEL - SIGHTLESS. ODORLESS - SILENT. 

- A N Y O F T B E  

TEIS TYPE OF HATERIAL AND IT'S -EANDLING- - SINCE IT'S !!! - 
WE WILL NOT EVEN YENTION - IT'S USAGE AND "OCCURRANCES' - f o r  AT LEAST 

P ~ R  LAST r r / / C T p  y s m  & b o b  !!! 
TEANK YOU - AGAIN - FOR YOUR - PRINTED COMMENTS. CONCERNS and the CO~IJNE~E -RECOC~~EION - OF YOUR - OFFICIAL --EELP. CONCERNS AND 

EFFORTS - CONCERNING - THIS LIFE AND EET~EFTEREAT - 3 OB 'FUTURE' 
RESIDENCE A s  E% ! ! !  

P.S.- DON'T - WE - HAVE - ENWGH - NATURAL - DISASTERS - SUCE AS 
GOES - MANKIND - AND SPECIFICALLY - TEE TRANSPORTATION OF LOW LEVEL ' 

RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL and/or WASTE - THROUGH - A B  - POPrnATEq COUMUNIL 
TY - HAVE TO BE - ADDED - TO TEIS - ALREADY - TOO LONG - LIST - OF 
CATASTROPHIC OQZORRANC E% ?? ?? ? 

EARTHQUAKES. BLIZZARDS. TORNADOES Am-ADA'a RISTORY FLASH FLOODS ?? 

a 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 46 (CONTINUED) 

Volume 1, Appendix E pages E-5 through E-8 

Section E.2.2.2 Off-site traffic, Page E-8 

About SO Lincoln County residerns cornmute daily onto NTS via the "Back Road". While 

this is a small percentage of the whole, we feel it should be doarmented in any study discurssing 

emironmentalimpacts. 

Draft US NTS January 1996"Summary" 

I believe the summary booklet and the entire ElS would mean more to the public and be 
easier to read, understand. and move around in IF the "Reada's Guide" to the USDOE DmfI EIS 
NTS was placed at the FRONT of the s u m  booklet, instead of in the very back. This he!ps 
citizens understand what this EIS is and how to 6nd out what tkey are interested in. 

12 

3 

But we must add of Area 13 - see figure S-1 on page S-2 in this volume. It d&y shows area 13 

straddling the line. 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 46 (CONTINUED) 

security reasons. In fact what they are doing is taking up all the mountain tops, so the public 

cannot get on top of the mountain and look at what is going on in 51. This "taking of view shed" 
concept is dead wrong in my book. The Nevada Division of State Parks has Vied it in Lincoln 
County to get control of the water but it did not work. Leave "view shed concept" out of all plans 

and future projects at NTS. More than 95,000 acres have been withdrawn from public use to 

service the "view shed" at Area S 1. Wrong wrong wrong! U~eces~ary!  

S-13 paragraph about Coyote Spring Valley contains iaaaUrate mileage distance 

information. It is not a pan of a designated wilderness management area where the site would be 

built. 1 is bordering a DWMA but not on one. I believe DOE is Udng this to 'eliminMe" a Lincoln 
County site from consideration. 

Page S-18 Lines 3 and 4 

Is this statement correct? What badn is Coyote Springs, Dry Lake, and Eldorado Valleys 

located in ifthey are not in the Great Basin? 
Altanative 3 - Expanded Use Page S-39 
The comment about groundwater in Coyote Springs Valley - may be modified when DOE 

uses infonnation developed by the Air Force when they drilled wells in that valley for the MX 
missile in the early 1980's. The well logs and test data was given to the state Water Resources 
Division. The Air Force maintained pumping these wells would not adversely affect the Moapa 

dace. Who is right? Who iJwas telling the truth? 

4 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 46 (CONTINUED) 

must put in a practical sensible fluxtion of "how dean is dean". W e  sure futlm plans don't 

make things worse by trying to dean something up and move it. i n k  than dealing with it safdy 

on site. Take things on a site by site and case by case basis, rather than painting the whole NTS 
opedons by a broad brush that must be "cccsystcm" managed to the darimcnt and elimination 

o f job  and chances to develop new ideas to help pcopla 

Connie Simkiins comments on Volume 2 Framework for Resource b g e m e n t  Plan 
January 1996 draft EIS for NTS 
April 23,1996 

There is a public perception that t h m  is no differrnce between the Air F o r e  Department 

of Energy. Bechtcl, or BLM. They are dl thought of as "government". All of these have 

maintained a certain level of secrecy in their oprrations about what was being done at NTS. 

Perfect example is Area 5 1. Much of the public opinion comes h m  the treatment of the pasons 

who contracted cancers because of the above ground d e a r  testing that sent radiation over 

Lincoln County adversely affecting the heahh of resid- here. 

WE were told the test were "safen yet we still have people dicing of radiation related 

reasons People who were employed on areas of the test site wcre kicked off. miners, hunters, 

ranchers, casual uses completely stopped. We were tdd m the beghning that the restriaions 
would last only as long as the military nadcd the area for training for World War U. Well we all 

know how long ago that was over and the military and DOE still have control ova the NTS ana, 
plus they arc extending that control to include the 'tiew shed" concepts in many areas. 

I think we must be most careful in setting priorities on how to manage NTS. There should 

be a direct balance between protecting the natural resources on NTS and allowing the adning 
activities to continue and new uses to be established. Man should have fust priority, technology 
development and related cconomic development should be emphasized. 

17 

Do not manage for M environmental showcase. Take a look at wberr the plant and animal 
species are now and how healthy thcse populations are. Alternative I says the Pahute Mesa and 
Yucca Flat areas will continue to be used for 'kcapons readiness" tests. OK then look at the rest 

of the NTS and see where the sensitive plants and animals are now and make plans so these 

populations will maintain healthy levels, not expanded, not eliminated. - a true balance as name  

intended it 

18 

It is OK to manage for biodiversity but put a sense of reality into the plans to allow futun 
economic development and expansions Make sure ecosystem nX3nagemX.N is not just a tool for 

DOE, Bechtdl. DOD to save their jobs. A lot of paperwork, studies, reviews, plans, and shuftling 

can go into a complicated ecosystem management. Put common sense into it. Make it real. We 

5 
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29 

30 

31 

W o n  4. IO Airspace - With the ban of nudear tests both above and Mow ground. I see 

no need to maintain restrictions over NTS. Yes, I suppon restrictions during times of active 

training a! Bombing Range. This is nccessq and desirable. But let the pilots, private and 
commercial tly over NTS. The big lid of secrccy is off now. Travd times and expnses would be 

greatly enhanced if pilots did not have to detour around NTS. 
Section 4.1 1 Socioeconomics page 4-8. NTS is not located entirely within Nye County. 

Area 13 straddles the Nyenincoln line and Area 51 is in Lincoln County, plus all the "viviewsheds" 

taken w t  ofpublic land status recently arc in Lincoln County. This is a use solely connected to 

NTS and lies in Lincoln County. 

Transportation - Any framework for resource managanent plan must indude specilic 

steps to be taken and contracts to be used for every shipment going into NTS, Yucca, and Nellis 

Range Complex setting out mutes, stops, liabilities, insurances, r e q x m i i i e s .  and 

aaountabiiities. 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 47 

May 1.1996 

h DonaldR.E&,DirecIor 
EnviromnentalProtectionDivisim 

us  DepartmntofEnergyNvNvoo 
P.O. Box 14459 
LasVegas,Nv 89114 

DearDr. Eue, 

'11 Irapsa statrmemswin utilize many of I hope that future Depmnem of- Em' 
rhe innovations seen in the Envkonmmtal lmpect Statcman for the Nevada Test Site. 

Enclosed are my comments which reprrsent my views, and not necessari)ytbose ofmy fkhw 

comments, plcsse fed fRe to write me. 
Community-moardmrmbas. Ifyoll baveanyqueJtioasorcDwzmsrrgardins my 
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PRIVATE CITIZEN 47 (CONTINUED) 

GENERALCOMMENTS 

Peter, Pad and Mmy Alternative 5 

For sevA month, I have westkdwiththediffa&t alternatives ofthis EIS. hying to 
dccidewhicb parts I favor and which I don't. Howeva. I atways feh that something was missinp. 
As I listened to "Peter, Pad and Mary' duriq thcir concert hae in Laa Vegason April 2614 the 
answer came during Mary T r a v a ' s ~ o n w a s t e g e n a a t i o n  and storage. Thcrrfore. I 
would like to r e c o d  another a l t d  to this EIS, Ahemative 5: The "Peter, Pad and 
Msry' Alternative of Waste Reduuion and Neumbtion. This is probably the first time 
celebrities hwc provided input into an RS. 

Alternative 5 posits that every &ort win be made to reduce the dcvdopmem of waste as 
well a s t 0 n e u t ~ ~ ~ ~ .  .nlisaltemative~imrohnstheamrmitmanofw 
nation to a policy of waste reduction (and eveawl waste elimination) as Wen as the commitment 
of the Dcpartman of Enagy O E )  to investigate and adopt new wadstorage technologies. 

Oneexample ofthe aewtechnologiesisthc processam graduatedeveloped two years 
ago tornext wasteintogkss and sted though high heating This was mentioned by meat a 
CAB meeting after *the tdevision news story. Acoordingto tbe news story, dl hazardous 
~CalSWaeneutralizcdtbIOUghtbiSprocesr. 

Due tothe high cost o f d e v e l o ~ w a s t e ~  (wa $soomiIlion for them 
pocess). this technology or a comparable technology would rapire national DOE funding as OUI 

mentNT!4WasteMauagmentandE~ tal Restoration budga is #u, d o n  a year. 
Ahemativc S encowages conskhingtheNTS asaphlocat ioa  for this waste 

' 

convasiont&logy. 

- C o ~ t i o u ~  

AB 1 read this EIS, I eacmntered what appears to be a foeus oftheDOE to study only 
radioaaive eomamination at the NTS. Volume 1, Appcnda A (Page 88) d i m  that 'domestic 
and industrial wastcwaterk transporled thoughtbe sewsgesystansinto sewagehgoonsor 
septic systems located in the base camps throughout the NTS.' However, the tcxt does not 
discuss what happens to industriel wastes inNTS amas such astheDecontamination Pad in 
Area 5. 

ruucsol5 Arizona. has-chaaeea mYpespem= . on TCE contamination and its 
deaimemal etTects to the environment and tbe comrrmnity surrounding the contamination. The 
deaths of many ofmy fkiicndsand co-workm at Hughes showed me that chemicalswhichwae 
purported to be non-hazardous can sometim be more dangerous than known hazards. 

I pemndy know horn mypro~ement activitieswith Reyaolds Electrical and 
Engineering Company that SO gallon dnnns of degmsers laced with TCE were routinety doused 
over machine pans dwingdecontarninationpr-m the Decon Pad io Area 5 at the NTS. 
Therefore, I am requesting with this EIS that two questions be anwrsed: 1. Will the DOE 
include nowradioactive chemicals in their present and future emiromOmtal studies at them? 

As my fellow CAB members know, my past afiiliation with Hughes Airaaft Compaaym 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 47 (CONTINED) 

and 2. WdtheDOE conunit speci6Canyto iadudetbechemicalTCE in all water studksdone 
31 heacefonhatcheNTs? 

I I CitiEenCacem: Blmin'iotbrWind- 

section 4-1. volume 2 ofthis EIS asks for input on the NTS TesoLtTccs which are 
~ a n d t b e g ~ f m r r s o u r c e m a n e g a m m .  

Wind". Ahbough most people think ofthis song as anti--, it also is a rrminder of w human 
eoosystrm and thetiea escb of has. 

Forme, the answer tothis is conteined in the 'Peter, Paul a n d w  hit, 'Blow&' in the 

I betievethat msoyNewadan9 fear what's Blowin' m the wind" from the NTS. They hope 
that the soil on the Test Site is Safq and that whatever happened on the Test SitewiIl ncm 
impact them. I also think that most Nevadanswama safefurureanda wr ld  that is safe for 
tkmsdwsandchdrfimilies. 

Following are the specific ~ s o u ~ c e 3  Ibelievearemost important to theNT!? 
Wata 

Air 
Resent and6mnewastestorage 
Teehrologies to reduce wsstc 
Technologies to nartralLe waste 

Laod, includiqgvegetatioa aad aI&Id history 

Resource msnaganart goab fonow: 

1. 'AUrrsouraJattheNTSarevaluablenatkmalrrsources'. ~iselready6tatedintheDOE 

2. *AI A sbo~ld beretwm~ totheir nah~al h e  W i m e w ~ I e ~ .  k  doc^ not 
mean that we have to spcad billions ofdollars to try to undo tbe past 50 yean, at the NTS. Nor 
does this tueanthe theDOE should b e r d i d  oftkirrrJporrpbiliryto by to restorcareas ofthe 
NTS to p N T S  m e .  Whenever this isn't possible, the DOE must develop a Consistent policy to 
assxqdenrestorationproces~sshouldocarr. 

3. "AU storage sites xuust safely and dktivdy contain the w e  litoragc.' During aNTS tour 
with ~Commutlity Advisory Board. I asked whether or aot the DOE has amastcrlistingofall 
ofthe amtentsofd storage container at t h e m ?  I was told no, altboughprrsmt remrdsare 
moredetailed than tboseofthe past. Ithereforr recommendthat@storage conthembe 
tracked into amaster listing by contents and exact NTS location. Titis iscritical should rehimal 

5 1  4. 'NcwstoragetechoologioshouldkNatuatcdaadfoMidaedfar~use.' Thisdoesnot 

Land- and Faeility-U~e Managrmmt Policy. Secti~a 1.3. V O ~  2 EIS.) 

41 knaxspsry. 

ask for are-hvedon ofthe wheel. However, as day shadd be an haportant Piority. C s  asks 
that the DOE keeps an opnmind about storagetedmologies. 

I I 
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14 Page1-5,hes8-9. W h y w i l l t h e R M P ( R e s o u r c e ~ P l a n ) t a k e a t k a ~ t 2 y e a r s  
after the 6ual EIS is deascd? wbst tskes this long? Is there any way to @e this process? 

Page 1-6. hes 7-8. This states that large, m o t e  arcas are requ id  for DOENTS 

Page 2-2, Table 2-1. FoUowbg are two possible areas for additional ~ c 8 o u ~ c e  issues: 

151 missions. H o w l o n g i s a ~ p c r i o d t o c h a n g e D O E N T S ~ ?  

16 

17 

Waste Management 
T&ology 

c3mwima and othametkodsto sore NTS waste 

Tmspomtion Rail, aircraqcommerrialand private 

Should Emaearcy Resparse Teams be part ofthe Health and safety rrsamzs? 

Page 2-3, public imput on neoune management and CoIIserVBrim 

1 MaintainamastertistingofallamtaiaasbyamtentsandexactlocatiaL 
2 Enrphasizemmmalizhgwaste~erpossible 



w 

39 

40 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 47 (CONTINED) 

Psgc 322, Lims 1-5. I bavc tbe Ofpdroglypbs  B1 tbe VaIly o f F i ~ .  
whatprdoqifany.wwklerriplatthislocation? (IcuacurwiththeAmaieaalndiao 
r&owncndatm in Vohme 1. Appenaa 671). what 
would drinkhg Wam bavcto be provided at this l d m  for vlsitor use? 

oftbcscropdshavcdipsandothabarrkrstohighspeals.) Ifacaraashes,howwillprompt 
modicdtrcatmntbeprwidcb? H o w w i l l p a ~ s u r e t h a t t h c s e r a e c l d o W ( d i s t u r b ~  
oontaminatedrmdearsoin 

has been done at this location? 

Page 3-22. lines 89. Would thesecarrae*,crrist onlyontberoadsalreadybuilt? (Some 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 47 (CONTINED) 
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Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 48 

Name: HeidiHarr 

Date: May 3,1996 

City: Boulder City, NV 

@ Telephoned 0 Pleasecall 
0 Returnedyourcall 0 Willcallagain 

Comment: 
the draft. 

Wants to be sure to receive final EIS (she has 

I 
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Eraat E Coiccia 
 

 
 

May 2.1996 

Donald R Elle. Director 
&nvironmengl Prvtecnon Division 
us Deparunent of Energy 
Po Box 14459 
las Vegas. NV 891 14 

Subjecc DES for the NeMda Test Site and 
Off-site Lacations in the State of k a d a  

Dear Mr. Elle. 

1 was amazed at the inadequacy of site investigation for the Nevada 
Test Site. and lack of analysis of consequences to adjacent 
communities. 

Investigation of the proposed Yucca Mountain repodtory have 
revealed that ground water has been contaminated and that the 
source of conramination is the test site The Nevada Department of 
Fish dk Game have taken blood samples from deer and found them to 
be radioactive. On following up the lead the rangers discovered 
contaminated springs - 

Only lited tritium or chlorine 36 testing has been performed to 
r n m  the extent of the subsurface contamination. 

Relying on the presence of chloride ions to prove that no moisture 
has percolated assumes that there are no preferred p a t h w a y s  This 
is not realistic, since faults and f m  are common and water wiil 
naturally cll00re the easiest path. 

Are the Indian mbes'nations not considered cooperating agencies? 
I t  is not apparent that their input is reflected in the DEE 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 49 (CONTINUED) 

b the USGS not a coopeming agency that must be consulted under 
the NEPA rules? 

The effect of ground water muminadon below the tesf site on the 
Amargon aquifer, the Amargosa River and eventually Death Valley 
National Park must be considered. 

The effect of the grounJ water concaminadon on the water supply 
for Las Vegas and other communities dependent on groundwater 
supplies must be addressed. 

The whole regime of ground water flow direction and movement- 
must be mer undemmd and described. based on measurements 
andtesn 

The effect of continued deposition of radioactive contaminated 
hardware (from the Gulf war among orher sources) and daxthe 
waste needs to be described, and Hmitaticms of surh future 
deposition must be defined. 

I hope that a revised DEB will clearly meaI the extent of the NTS 
contamination, so that means of confining the waste can be initiated 
asearlyas possible, and some the HIS can be restored To do this. it 
will be necessary to perform an adequate site characterkadon and 
involve agencies and advisors that do not have to pretend that all is 
well. 
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Verbal Comment 1-800 Line 

Comment Code: Private Citizen 50 

Name: Mr. Matt Kennedy 

Date: May 2,1996 

City: Las Vega 

@ Telephoned a Pleasecall a Returnedyourcall a Willcallagain 

I 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 51 

Fax to : 
Pm~crtba D i v i i n  ,I;. S. DOE 

702 2% 1264 D o ~ l d  It. IGUC, D1-r Envlromn-1 

Nevada TtSt Slte ( PJTS ) . 
Fax from : 602 924 9141 Pan1 J. Kcnndy 

Snbjca : 

I am =e conccrnd ctmtn rrlprdbg an arttvWa tbai hnolvc 
nncPlcar ma(trLL 

DOKWIS 0243 for the NTS 



 

  

 

 

 

R o d s i a I  

255 S. RengStOrff Ave. e49 

(4151 961-5123 
Donald R. Elle. Director 
Environmental Protection Division 
U.S. Depercmenc of Energy 
Nevada operations Office 
P.O. Box 14459 
Las Vwas. NV 89114 
(702) 295-1433 

Dear l4r. Elle: 

Follwing this cover letter are my comments on the -Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site 
and Off-Site Locations in the state of Nevada-January 1996' , 

Although I was wlte'impressed with che amount of nev information 
chat was included in chis second EIS for the NTS I was also 
surprised at some of che items that had been left out. 

I did like the sec Of color and line drawing places in the back of 
che -Framework' document and,hope LO see nore of these with some 
good descriptions. analysis and references to the sources of this 
GIs work. 

I believe that the Environmental FTOteCtiOn Division has done 
a poor job of presenting che 'Close the Test Site Alcernative.' 
I hope you give chis option some serious consideration in the 
near fircure. 

Many cf :he comments chat I subitred. during the -Implementation 
Plan' Simse, were squirreled away in a new comment category 
reserved €or comments that WElNV considered to be editorial in 
nature. I do not believe this conforms with che spirit an intent 
o€ NEPA and as a reSUlt I am distributing my comments widely. 

WElEIS 0243 (NTS DEIS) . 

Sincerely. 

Vernon vh.-p-aL J. BreChin 

cc: scator Harry P.ela-(Nevadal 
Senacor Richard H.-Bryan (Nevada) 
Senator John Gienn-(Ohicl 
Representative John Ensign-(Nevada Disc.1) 
Representative Barbara vucanovich-(Nevada Disc. 2 )  
John B. Walker-State of Nevada Nuclear Waste Project office . 
Earl Dixon-Harry Reid Center. for Environmental Studies. LV 
Dan W. Reicher-PDAS for Policy (HQ WE) 
Robert Alvarez-DAS for Natl Sec h Env Rest Pol (Ha DOE1 
Sanoi Carroll-US EPA Region IX' 
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Ib.;.;I 
PREFACE 

The availability of the 'Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Nevada Test Site and Off-site Locations in the State of 
Nevada' January 1996 lDOE/EIS-0243) ( W E  DEIS), w a s  announced in 
the Federal Register I Vol. 61. No.23 I Friday. February 2, 1996 
on page 3924 (61 FS 3924). The complete Impact Statement 
consisted of eight public documents and an weleased classified 
appendix. ?he eight public documents were made available for 
public review and comments. 
by Hay 3 .  1996. 

The 'Draft Implementation Plan for the Nevada Test Site 
Environmental Impact Statement- February 1995 lDOE/NV-390) 
Revision 0, contains a 'Work Schedule' on page 8-1. This work 
schedule indicated that the Draft EIS was exp?cted be made 
available during the middle of Hay, 1995 and the Final EIS 
was expected to be released during the middle of April, 1996. 

On February 20. 1996. the Department of Energy (DOE) published a 
'Notice of proposed Rulemaking' in the Federal Register 
I61 FR 6414) in which they proposed doing away with 
their policy of requiring that Implementation Plans be made 
a part of the public processes of preparing EISs. 

The original law, that requires the preparations of EISs, is the 
National Environmental Policy Act (HEPA). 

The comments were to be submitted 

= l = P I S I O D = = = = = = = = = E = = = S = = = S P S 3 E . D P 1 5 =  

The complete set of NTS DEIS documents. consist of the following 
items: 

Document 1 - Summary (Includes the 'Reader's Guide' in the rear) 
Document 2 - Volume 1. Chapters 1-9, Part A 
Document 3 - Volume 1. Chapters 1-9. Part B 
cocument 4 - Volume 1. Appendices A-F A-Description of Projects 
and Activities, B-Federal Register Notice, C-Relevant Regulatory 
Requirements. D-Distribution Li6t:E-Impact Assessment Uetboda. 
F-Project-Specific Environmental Analysis ' 

Impacts study '. 

Project-Specific Environmental Impact Analysis (Lyper Complex) 
(Not available to :he general public) 

Docuipent 5 - Volume 1. Appendix G American Indian Comments 
Document 6 - Volate 1. Appendix H Ruman Health Risks -and Safety 

Document 7 - Volume 1, Appendix I' Transportation Study 
lkxument 9 - Volume 1. Appendix J. Classified.Supplement: 
Document 8 - Volume 2 .  Framework for Resource nanagement- Plan 

IS=IPP=SEI======D==PPP=OSS==SI===i=D5S======================================= 

In addition. t o  the set of documents.that:were distributeb to &e' 
public, there is an internal *controlled. set of NTS EIS 
documents titled -Draft Nevada Test Site Environmental Impact 
statement' 1995 lWE/EIS-0239). 

, . 
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- 1  

ccxumr RmmRKS and ORDER 

Due to time constraints. I w a s  only able to comment on about 309 
of the items I thought were significaat. 
the items I had marked in the Appendixes and of course was not 
able to review the material contamed in the classified 
nppendix J. 

what follow are 42 pages of my cOmments listed in the following 
order: 

Document COmment page 

Suwnary tdocument 1) 

volume 2. ldocument 8)  
Framework for ReSOUTCe Management Plan pages 31 through 36 

volume 1. .ldocuments 2 and 3 )  
Part A and parr B of the main m S  DEIS pages 37 through 42 

I did not get to any of 

___________----------------------------------~-------------------- 
pages 1 through 28 
pages 29 through 30 w a d e r ' s  Guide 

Vernon J. Brechh 
Hay 3 ,  1996 
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C-S ON THE DRAFT NTS EIS - 1996. (WE/EIS 0243) 
(Comants Revision 1J 

SullUnRY volume 

'Summary' volume 

Back of front page 'Summary' volume 

1st Paragraph 

'The NPS occupies 3.496 square kilometers (1.350 square 
miles J . . . - 
Correct the numerical values to read the legai values of 
3,221 and 1.244. respectively. 

5th line 

2nd Paragraph 
This paragraph should mention the numerous other facilities 
that the Nevada operations Office is responsible for in the 
State of Nevada'and in at least five other states. 

1st Bullet' 
R-e this, since conducting subcritical experiments and 
prepiring for the development of advanced weapons designs. 
during test ban negotiations, is not supportive. 

3rd Bullet 
Move this to the bottom of the list, since'the only 
alternative energy project that was considered was solar 
and the deployment at the UL3 has been rejected. 

4th Bullet 
A recently released ORIF document, from WE's Defense Propram 
office, indicated that new nuclear weapon design concepts 
were being considered. If these considerations were recent. 
then that would be a clear violation of current US policy. 

6th Bullet 
'Manage wastes generated on the NPS and at other 
WE-approved facilities across the United States.' 
The Nevada Operations Office is being held responsible for 
waste management operations in other states due to the 
operations they performed there in the past. 

7th Bullet 
'Perform site characterization and environmental restoration 
activities required to minimize of eliminate t5e impacts of 
past operations. * 
Replace the term 'minimize' with the tern 'reduce.' 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 53 (COMINUED) 

2 

'Summary' volume 

INTRODUCTION 

p. S-1. line 11. 'This EIS examines existing and potential 
impacts to the environment that have resulted. or could result, 
from current and future W E  operations in southern Nevada during 
the next 10-year period.' 
001. Considering. that the previous NTS EIS was conducted 

almost 19 years ago. the 10-year period m y  not cover a 
sufficient time span. More importantly, because of the 
special nature of radioactive waste and concaminated 
materials. the 10-year period of study tends to ignore the 
extremely long-term consequences of materials which will 
remain hazardous for up to a quarter million years. Though. 
the NTS contains similar radioactive materials to, those 
which may be deposited in the potential Yucca Mountain 
Repository. it is not required to comply with che same 
containment requirements which specify a 10,000-year period 
of isolation. These requirements are set forth by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency in the U.S. Code of Federal 
Regulations (see 40 CFR 191.13 through 191.16). The 
radioactively contaminated materials, ac the ms, also 
remain exempted from the regulations of the Nuclear 

p. S-1. line 13. 'This EIS examines existing and potential 

. Regulatory Agency. 

impacts from M)E programs at the following sites: ..: 
002. This sitewide EIS should include all the far-ranging 

facilities for which the Nwada operations Office (MIE/NVl 
is responsible. The draft and final 'Implementation Plan 
for the Nevada Test Site Environmental Impact Statement' 
m e  1995 (WE/NV--390 Revision 0 )  (section 3.4.1.3 
Environmental Restoration) indicated that a fonnal program 
has been in place called the Nevada Environmental 
Restoration Project (NV ERPJ. This project was started in 
1988 and involves numerous contractors. research and 
educational institutions, as well as other government 
agencies. The primary contractor, that handles much of che 
Site evaluation work. is the IT Corporation. A series of. 
internal report documents has been created since FI 1992 
which describe a vast ptogram that include operations at 
10 off-site underground nuclear explosion sites which are 
located in nississippi. Alaska, Colorado, ~ e w  Mexico as well 
the two. Nevada based sites. which are covered in this 
draft EIS. 
On page 2 - 9  o€ the final Implementation Plan ii was stated 
that 'Therefore, analysis of waste generation and 
transportation issues associated with Nevada Environmental 
Restoration Project work in other states will be addressed 
in the waste management section of the Environmental 
Consequences chapter of the EIS. Additionally, out-of-state 
Nevada Environmental Restoration Project waste issues Will 
be addressed in the transportation study.' 
The NTS Draft EIS fails to mention the formal NV ERP 
program. the off-site test areas. other than those within 
the State of Nevada. and does not mention or otherwise 
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address the waste management or transportation issues 
associated with the, out-of-state, underground nuclear test 
sites. No public comments were received, during the EIS 
implementation phase, that suggested that references to the. 
eighc out-of-state test sites. the NV ERP. or the 
references to the incernal documents. should be excluded 
from the Draft EIS. 
One of the internal documents is titled the 'Nevada 
Environmental Restoration Project FY 94-99 Cost. Schedule. 
and Technical Baseline Project Uanagement Support.' 
(Performance Baselinel It was Revision 1 and was issued 
as two volumes during November of 1993 by the Environmental 
Restoration Division of M)E/NV. Apparencly, many of the 
decisions that are made. concerning the majority of off-site 
areas. are made without the benefit of formal environmental 
assessments and without local community involvement. The 
reports of the work has bean issued in internal documents 
such as 'Environmental Restoration and m c e  Management: 
An Overview' January 1995. This document was prepared bf the 
by the Environmental Restoration and Waste Management 
(ERWHI Program division of DOEINV. 
Another two volume internal report titled *U.S. Department 
of Energy Nevada Operations Office Annual Site Environmental 
Report - 1993' September 1994~.K~3E/NV/11432-123l list 
numerous other facilities which DOE/NV is responsible for 
but are not mentioned in the Draft NTS EIS. These 
facilities are. the Nevada Operations Office, Las vegas; the 
extensive North Las Vegas Complex and the Remote Sensing 
Laboratory at the NAFB'in North La8 Vegas. Nevada: Amador 
valley Operations, Pleasanton. California: Kirtland 
operations that includes the Craddock Facility and 
facilities at Kirtland Air Force Base. Albuquerque, New 
Mexico: Los Alanws operations. Los AhUDS. New Mexico: Santa 
Barbara Operations that includes the Robin Hill Road and 
Francis Botello.Road Facilities. Coleta. California; Special 
Technologies Laboratory. Santa Barbara, California: 
Washington Aerial Measurements Department. Andrews Air Force 
Base. Maryland: and Wobuy:Cathode Ray Tube operations. 
woburn. Massachusetts. 

p. s-2. 'Figure S-1. NTS and selected areas of interest.' 
003. The 38.556 acre section of property described in Public Land 

Order 1662 was omitted on this map. At one time it was 
labeled as Area 51. This. and all the following naps, should 
consistently show all the properties that are legally 
assigned to the Department of Energy's (DOE) Nevada 
operations Office (DOE/NV). ?he boundary of the Nellis Air 
Force Range Conpiex (NAFR). that lies just east of the 
Area 13 box. should be updated and remain consistent in all 
all the naps in the Final EIS. The boundary, shown on this 

13 

map, was changed over five years ago. The positioning of the 
Area 13 bbx could be made more precise. The section Of 
Pahute Mesa which is part of the NAFR but assigned to che 
DOE/NV, under the 'Uemorandum of Understanding Between The 
Department Of The Air Force Tactical Air command Tactical 
Fighter Weapons Center And The Department Of Energy Nevada 
operations Office' (E-AI08-82NV10283). should be shown as a 
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. .  
s e k a t e  entity by a line that follows the boundaries of the ' I W S  land withdrawals. P . .  

Purpose and Need 

p. S-3. line 33, -Presently, the primary mission of the DOE at 
the NTS is to maintain a readiness to conduct tesc. and, in an 
unlikely circumstance, to conduct test if so directed bj the 
President.' 
004. From 1964 until 1993 a state of readiness.was maintained on 

Jobnston Atoll in order to resume atmospheric testing if 80 
directed by the President. The 'Safeguard C' atmospheric 
nuclear testing readiness capability program consumed 
$1.6 billion before Congress was made aware of the program's 
continued existence and that there had been virtually no 
probability that the President would have ordered the 
resumption of atmospheric.testing during the last quarter 
century of the program. Let us,not forget this lesson. 
The HPS readiness program will likely consume far greater 
quantities of public funds then the.'Safeguard C' program 
did. 

. .  

16 

p. 5-4, line 8 .  'The DOE requires management of all of its lands 
and Facilities as valuable national resources with stewardship 
based on the principles of ecosystem management and responsible 
development. - 
005. Most environmental scientist agree that the level of 

development that can be sustained in a fragile desert 
environment is extremely limited. Therefore, proper 
ecosystem management of the HPS can only be achieved 
.by severely limiting the development of the man-made 
resources at the site. 
The *Framework for the Resource uanagement Plan,' which 
is contained in Volume I1 of this EIS, presents a series 
of.draft goals which strongly suggest that the existing. . 
human mission goals.should take precedence over concerns 
for environmental sustainability. 

Programs Considered 
Defense Program. 

p. S-4. line 22, 'Defense Programs. -The primary mission of the 
Defense Program is.to help ensure the safety and reliability of 
the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile. 
006. A document, recently released by the Office of Research and 

Inertial Fusion (IRIF). at DP-11 of the Defense Programs 
office of M)E Headquarters. strongly suggest that new 
concepts in the design of nuclear weapons has been recently 
considered. If this is accurate, then this.would mean that 

misled. It would also violate the stated goals of the U . S .  
Governnent in regards to its position on achieving an early 
signing of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and its Compliance 
with the provisions of Article VI of the Treaty On The 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 
The Defense Program paragraph should clearly stace what 
the actual missions are. 

. .. the public and their Congressional Representatives were 

4 
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E 009. The term 'protective levels' needs to be added to the 
~lossary and defined. The EIS should be very specific about 
what is meant by this term. This explaination should . 
indicate how these levels are determined and what techniuues 
will be required to achieve this protection. The length Of 
time, that protective measures will need to be emplaced. 
should also be covered. 
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waste W g e m e n t  Program 

p. S-4.  line 30. 'The NTS presently serves as a disposal site 
for ... a limited amount of transuranic mixed waste.' 
007. These limits should be clearly stated in the main document 

and if the cleanup of large areas of plutonium-239 
contaminated surface areas is expected to cause this limit 
to be exceeded. then an alternative storage and 
transportation solution should be included in the W S  EIS .  

19 

p.  S-4. line 33. '...low-level, transuranic. mixed. hazardous 
and classified wastes have been disposed of in...' 
008.  The NTS EIS as well as the waste Management PEIS should 

provide more information on the various categories of 
'classified wastes. including the estimated volumes. the 
curie levels, and some of the basic properties of these 
waste forms. These documents should also present more 
specifics on where these waste forms are stored 
and buried, and should indicate the quantities at each site. 

22 

p. 5-5. line 24, 'These alternatives have been designed to 
analyze and compare the potential effects of a wide range of use 
options. The use the MIE ultimately selects, however. may not be 
one of the alternatives in its entirety, ..: 
010. Section 3.2 Alternatives eLiminated from Further 

Consideration on page 3-26 mentions chat many ?rows* 
alternatives were eliminated early in the pubhc scoping 
process. The W E  determined that certain uses o€ the site 
were unreasonable. The proposal to use the site €or a single 
program was rejected by mE/NV because *...this alcernatifre 
fails to meet the DOE'S need for a site that can SUgport 
evolving W E  missions: This suggest that the decision was 
based more upon the mission needs of the DOE then by the 
needs.of the public stakeholders. This continuing arroqmt 
attitude of DOE indicates that many of their members have 
not beneficed from the DOE'S 'Lessons tearned' program. 
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This EIS report treats the option of non-use as an 

public land and therefore it should not be the entity that 
determines the use of the land. The public stakeholders 
should make the use determination based upon the revised 
priorities of the Post Cold-War Era. The last statement 
tends to indicate that the alternative, chosen in the EIS. 
Record of Decision (ROD). will not need to be strictly 
adhered to. 

p. S-5, line 27, 'As pair of the planning process related to 
each altarnarive. land-use maps have been developed to illustrate 
the zoning that would be blemented €or each alternative and 

25 

n 

the selecced activities within the alternative. The land-use maps 
indicate existing land status to the extent that past or present 
activities might influence future land use;' 
011. The base maps. used to show the zoned areas. are defective. 

The former Area 51 has been deleated and the W S  site 
borders on the eastern side of Area 15 have been left open. 
The base maps should include all the areas of the W S  
including the area that vas once labled as Area 51. The maps 
should have a continuous, non-interrupted, border line. 
The map. shown in Figure 4-3. on page 4-10, approaches an 
accurate depiction of the t?PS boundries. 
The shading of the maps also indicates that most of the 
underground nuclear explosive testing area, that lies in che 
Nellis Air Force Range INAPR), will remain under the 
control of the DOE. This maintainance, of DOE control, 
should not be assumed. 
The map, Figure 3-2. on page 3-12. which depicts'the land 
use associated vith Alternative 2. Discontinue Operations. 
indicates that the entire test site will remain as a 
monitored and restricted zone. It also shows that the Yucca 
Mountain Site Characterization Zone would remain. 
A government agency, such as the DOE, which has created 
environmencal problems which will cost present and future 
generations hundreds of billions of dollars t o  deal with. 
should not base future land zoning upon the past use 
of the land. The 'Lessons Learned' program of the DOE 
should extend to the realization that past zoning practices 
often led to'rragic ahrses of DOE managed property. 

Alternative2 - Discontinue operations 
p. 5-6, line 23. 'Control of the NTS would be maintained by the 

and security problems at the NTS they should not be the 
tederal agency that is rewarded with long-term control of 
the property. The public may be unwilling co fund this 
agency for the n M  quarter million years in order to 
protect them from the problems created at the KPS. 

DOE.' 
012. Since the W E  was responsible for the humar. hedtk. safety 
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Other Alternatives 

p. 5-7 ,  line 22, 'These alternatives were considered and 
dismissed as unreasonable for such reasons as...' 
313. Refer to comment no. 010. 

Table S-1 C.omparison of program activities for the alternatives 
( 4  pages) 

(Page 2 of 4 )  
p. S-9, 'Waste Management,' Alternative 1. 3 and 4. Area 5, 

. Storage, 'Transuranic waste: 

28 I 014. The waste category called Classified Transuranic Waste (CII(U1 appeared in the Draft EIS Implementation Plan. This 
wa6te category should also appear in the EIS. 

29 

3c 

31 

3 

p. s-9, 'Waste Management,' Alternative 2, 'No Activity. 
015. The activities that are mandated bu existing legal 

agreements with the State of Nevada and the Environmental 
Protection-Agency (€PA1 should be listed here. The W E  is 
required. by federal and state laws to take corrective 
actions. 

(Page 3 of 4 )  
p. s-10. 'Environmental Restoration,' Alternative 2, 'No 
Activicy' 
016. Refer to comment no. 015. 

p. S-10, 'Environmental Restoration,' Alternative 1. 3 and 4.  

should be listed under the 'Underground Test Area Corrective 
Action Unit' heading if. like the underground nuclear 
explosion sites at the HPS, they have been moved from the 
EPA's regulatory framework of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response. Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) of 1980. as amended by the Superfund Amendments 
Reauchorizacion Act (SARA) of 1986 to the regulatory 
framework of the Resource Conservacion and Recovery Act. 
IRCRAI as amended by the Hazardous and solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984. .All of the 11 underground nuclear 

. 
explosion sites should be treated equally under the same 
regulatory framework. The reason and justification .for this 
transfer. from one regulatory framework to another 
regulatory framework. needs to be clarified. 
under Alternaiive 3.and 4 the 'project Shoal 
Area' is listed. Under,this heading is stated. - - Continue Characterization and Remediation' - -.Acceierace Characterization and Remediation of Site.' 
The two statements are redundant and the first one should 
be removed. 
The references to the Project Faulcless site and the 
Central Nevada Test Area (CNTA) are missing and should be 
included in these Alternative colubs. 
The site characterization programs have existed for at least 
eight years and have been applied unequally to the 
-off-site' and 'on-site' test areas. Information. concerning 
the historical pace of these characterization programs and 

017. The Cencral Nevada Test Area and the Project Shoal Area 
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the immediate test results from contractors such as the 
Desert Research Institute (Diu1 and the International 
Technology Corporation (IT Corp. 1 ,  should be posted on the 
Internet world Wide Web home pages of the ME. 
Additional historical information should be posted including 
the fact that all of the off-site testing areas have already 
undergone one or more rounds of site restoration activiciei 
in the past. 

age 4.of  4 )  

. There is very little discussion, of most of the activities 
listed here, in the main boay of the €IS. Activities such as 
'Dipole Hail' and 'Cut and Cover" are not mentioned in any 
other part of the €IS. 
Despite the fact that there was little, public input, 
concerning this topic. it has been considerably altered 
since the issuance of the draft and final Implementation 
Plans. These plans indicated that the U.S. Air Force's use 
of the airspace was an issue. This topic has been eliminated 
wichout an explanation. 
The main body of the EIS should provide a decailed listing 
of the other governmenc agencies for which the W E  provides 
services. The service programs should also be listed along 
with the contract numbers. interagency agreements and the 
period in which the contract is expected to run. This 
information should also be made available on che WE's. 
web based. public home pages. 

S-11. 'Work for Others.' Alternative 1 and 3 .  

(Page 4 of 4 )  

I p. S-11, 'Site support Activities,: A ~ I  Alternatives. 
019. This is a topic that has been radically revised since the 

36 issuance of the draft and final Im&=mentacion Plans. In 

37 

fact. this topic is a replacement for the previous topic 
which was titled 'Disposition of Withdrawn Lands.' The 
disposition of withdrawn land refers' to the transfer of 
land administration from WE or Air Force control to another 
agency or to the private sector. The site support 
activities. listed in Table S-1 of the MrS Draft EIS, is not 
related to the potential loss of the me's administrative 
control over the withdrawn .lands which are now known as the 
Nevada Test Site. The .turn back of selected remediaced . . 
lands to public domain,' that waa presented in Table D-1 of 
the final Implementation Plan, is not mentioned under 
Alternative 4 of the Site Support Activities section in 
Table S-1. Now. this section only presents positions which 
assume continued W E  control of the withdrawn lands that 
make up the NTS. The previous suggestion of the transfer of 
the nuclear explosive testing area at Pahute Mesa, from the 
Air Force's Nellis Air Force Range (NAFR) to the WE, was 
dropped. Under Alternative 2.  the suggestion that test site 
activities be continued at the TOnOpah Tesc Range. was 
introduced in the draft EIS. 
These changes were not reflected in the stakeholder commMts 
which appeared in the final Implementation Plan. 
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The curie level is considerably higher than 20. this figure 
needs to be corrected to reflect the total emissions from 
all the atmospheric test. A figure. provided in Table 1-1 on 
page 4 of the Congressional OfEice of Technology Asses8mMt 
document titled 'The Containment of Underground Nuclear 
Explosions' (OTA-ISC-414). suggest that the tigure should be 
closer to 12.000.000.000 curies. This error, may suggest, 
that many other estimates in this column may be seriously 
underestimated. 

9 

AFFECTED ENVIRONUENTS 
Land Use and Airspace 

p. 5-12, line 13, *The NTS encompasses approximately 3.500 
square kilometers ... (1.350 square miles ... 1 of .land area reserve 
to the jurisdiction of the WE. 
020: The area values should reflect the area,of the lands that 

were withdrawn to either perform or support nuclear explosive 
testing at.the NTS. The legal values for this area are 
3,221 kilometers and 1.244 miles. respectively. The 
airspace, that is controlled by the WE, includes'an 
extension that.goes well.bey-d the surface boundaries of 
the NTS. This extension surrounds the area that was once 
labeled as Area 51. 

p. 5-13, line 1. 'The site was returned to the U . S .  Bureau of 
Land Mauagement in 1970.' 
021. The W E  needs to cite evidence that this transfer occurred. 41 I 
Transportation and Waste Management 

42 

43 

44 

- 

p. S-15. line 9, 'Transuranic. mixed transuranic. mixed 
low-level. hazardous waste. and Toxic Substances Control Act 
waste are stored at the NTS: 
022. The NTS EIS draft 1mplementation.Plan. Appendix D, page D-3.  

indicated that classified transuranic waste ( m u )  was also 
stored at the WS. The final EIS should provide a detailed 
listing of the volumes. locations. and general 
characteristics of the CTRU. Because, it is now the stated 
policy of the W E  to avoid hiding environmental issues 
behind a veil of secrecy, the Record of Decision (ROD) 
should not be signed'until there is a proper accounting 
o€ the CTRU. 

~eology and Soils 

impacts on the physical environment in tern of ground motion. 
disruption of geologic media, surface subsidence, and 
contamination of the subsurface geologic media and surficial 
soils.' 
023. After the word 'nuclear' insert the word -explosive.' 

p. 5-16. line 26. 'Underground nuclear testing has resulted in 

Replace the phrase 'has resulted in' with the phrase 
'created direct.' 
Replace the phrase 'disruption of' with the .phrase 'damage 
to: 
In two places, Replace the phrase 'geologic media' *aith the 
phrase 'subsurface environmenc.' 
Replace the word 'subsidence' with the word 'collapse. a 
Replace the word "surficial' with the word 'surface.' 

p. 5-16. line 28.  'Waste disposal operations have 
also contributed to surface disturbances and placement of 
materials having long-term impacts on the environment.' 
024. Replace the word 'contributed' with the w r d  'added.' 

Replace the phrase 'surface disturbances' with the phrase 
'surface and near surface disruption.' 
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P. 
026 

5-17. line 8. 'Safety Test. 
. In the 'SOURCE OF RADIOACTIVITY' column replace the phrase 
'Safety Tests' with the phrase 'Plutonium-239 dispersal 
experiments: 
rn the 'TYPE OF AREA' column replace the overly general 
phrase 'Above Ground Experimental Areas' with the terms. 
U.S. Air Force NelliS Air Force Range '(NAF'R),'  Tonyah 
Test Range ' ( I T R ) '  and 'mS Atmospheric Test Areas. 

p. s-17. line 16, 'Crater Disposal' 
027. In the 'TYPE OF AReA' column replace the word 'induced' 4 8 1  with the word 'created.' 

50 

51 

52 I 

p. 5-17, line 20. 'Deep Underground Test'- 
028. Either add. to the above title, 'Nuclear Excavation 

€xperiments.' or create another category for the 'Nuclear 
Excavation Experiments.' The excavation experiments created 
large. surrounding. areas where the surface remains highly 
contaminated. 
In the 'MAJOR KXOWN ISOTOPES OR HASTES' column. remove the 
term fission and add the tenns 'plutonium-239,' 
'cesium-137: and 'strontium-90: 

p. s-17, line 24. Additional comments for Table S-2. 
029. The ' W O R  KNOWN ISOTOPES OR W A S T E S '  column. for all the 

Sources of Radioactivity categories, should provide 
consistent and more detail in the listing of the isotopes. 
The major isotopes should be shown with their atomic weight 
and the estimated mass, of isotopic material. should be 
provided in grams. 

surface Iiydrology and Groundwater 

p.  s-19. line 8 ,  'Underground nuclear. testing has resulted in 
contamination of groundwater in the immediate vicinity of a 
number of tests.' 
030. Replace the very vague phrase 'immediate vicinity.' with 

a more specific phrase such as 'within a 1.000 foot radius.' 

10 
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At the NTS. a radioactive tritium concentration level of 
26.000 picocuries per liter was detected in water drawn from 
the UE-5n well. This was recently reported in the 
DOEINV internal document titled 'Nevada Test Site Annual 
Site Environmental Report - 1994' (WE/NV/11432-175). The 
previous Annual Site Environmental Report did not refer to 
this well and the EPA's monitoring reports fail to 
mention this well after 1989 when the tritium concentration 
was reported at 480 picocuries per liter. 
The DOElNV should produce a report, on.this well, that 
documents ir_s history. includizg all sampling an6 reporting 
that has taken place since it was constructed. The report 
should explain why this well was not monitored on a 
regular basis after high levels of contamination were 
detected. 

11 

59 

60 

61 I 
62 

63 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 53 (CONTINUED) 

12 

033. This sentence assumes thac the DOE and the U.S. Air Force 
will remain in control, of the vast areas surrounding the 
contamination sources. for something like a quarter million 
years. This is absurd. These agencies and the American 
public need to be reminded that this property is public 
land, and that this land has only undergone a temporary 
withdrawal from the public domain €or certain restricted 
uses. Now chat nuclear testing has ended, the W E  is no 
longer in compliance with the laws which withdrew the land. 
It's the height of arrogance to assume that the public's 
access, to the nuclear contamination, will be restrained for 
the next quarter million years. 
Some of the groundwater modeling also suggest that the 
€low of contaminates may be much more complex than was once 
thought. The nuclear chimneys, formed by che underground 
explosions. may provide a path for contamination to move 
toward the surface. 

p. S-19, line 25. 'The Long-Term Hydrologic Monitoring Program 
includes sampling of five wells and one spring in H o t  Creek 
valley outside of the Central Nevada Test Area. NO.COntamiMtiOn 
related to the Faultless tests has been detected in samples from 
those wells. 
034. One of the DOE'S own contract reports, 'Evaluation of 

Groundwater Monitoring at Offsite Nuclear Test Areas - March 
1991 (WE/NV/10845--7) indicated that many of the monitoring 
wells were to distant or located in regions thac would 
prevent them from ever 'seeing' a contaminant plume. 

OCcupational and Public Health and Safety 

p. S-25, line 7, 'A total of 230 radiacion-contaminated areas 
have been identified and mapped on the ms, the NhFR Complex. and 
che Tonopah Test Range. These areas are posted. and if 
contamination is severe, they are fenced. There are 135 sp. km. 
(52 sq. mi.) of posted areas and 13 sq. km. (5 sp. mi.) of fenced 
areas. . 
035. These 230 contaminated areas should be identified by a 

number. 
should be provided of the boundaries. This description 
should also be provided in terms of standard geographic 
coordinates. The words, shown on the posting sign. should 
be provided along with a description of the type of 
contamination that is suspected within the posted area. 
This description should include a map, which indicates the 
areas where the contamination levels are highest, the peak 
readings in these areas and the suspected depth cf the 
contamination. 
of the first contamination and a rough estimate of the 
year that it might be cleaned up. All this information 
should be provided in the Final mS EIS. 

Each should be surveyed and a legal description 

The description should also give the date 

Project Shoal site 

p. S-25. line 14. 'Results of U . S .  Environmental protection 
Agency monitoring of the groundwater in the vicinity of the 
detonation demonstrate that the tritium concentration is behw 
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the Safe Drinking Water Act limit for drinking water. Because of 
low groundwater velocities, migration of radionuclides KO the 
nearest water supply well would take about 750 years.' 
036. Refer to comment no. 035. The nearest monitoring well is 

about three miles to the west and on the wrong side of the 
water divide. The nearesc water supply well is much further 
away. The final sentence is based upon the assumption that 
no new water supply wells will be added to ,the,area within 
the next 750 years. This is qhighly unrealistic assumtion 
given that the wells in this area are less than 50 years old. 

Project Faultless site (Central Nevada Test Area) 

p. 5-25. line 22, 'Tritium was not detected in the groundwater 
outside the chimney in concencrations above background until July 
1972. At that time, it was detected at a depch of 236 m (774 ft) 
in one on-site monitoring well located near the test cavity. 
037. The monitoring well was HTH-1. 

The dace should probably be changed to 1992 and replace the 
tern .near. with 924 m (3 .030 Et). If chis represented an 
accual pulse of tritium leaving the test region then it 
moved abouc half a mile in 24 years. 

COMPARISON OF ENVIROEMEKTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Defense Program 

p. 5-25. line 22, 'Evaluation of che alternatives in this EIS 
for the Defense Program does not identify significant physical 
environmencal impacts that would change the environmental . 
baseline established by past activities.' 
038. The environmental baseline should not be determined by the 

W E  based upon its past activities. This would surely 
violate the spirit and original intent of the NEPA process. 
The 935 nuclear tests conducted in and around the KPS 
through W E ' s  Defense Program Office has creaced one of the 
most damaged pieces of property in the United SKateS. The 
WE has admicred that many of the problems, created by the 
nuclear testing program can not be fixed. Due to the 
highly classified nature of many of the activities that are 
conducted at the KPS. this site has not yet received the 
same level of environmental scrutiny as many other of the 
sites in the WE's weapons complex. Clean-up at many 
W E  sites is increasingly being limited, not by the levels 
of the contamination but. by limited national economic 
resources and by limited political will. It does not make 
sense to further contaminate sices which we can not now fix 
and for which many future generations will be paying for. 
The environmental baseline should be based upon the 
condition of the site before it was withdrawn for restricted 
uses and before it underwent institutional developments. 

p. S-26, line 5 ,  'The construction of new facilities would have 
a minor. localized impact to the physical environment of the 
site, but would not lead to off-site impacts.' 
039.  Replace che word 'but' with the word 'and: 671 The explosive dispersal of subscantial quantities of 68 I 

68 

8 
0 

c. 

69 

70 
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plutonium-239 in che LYNW complex's underground rooms. 
which will chen be ahandoned after each shot, is not a 
minor impact. 
Congress will not be happy when they learn that they will 
need to allocate funds, in order to safeguard the site. for 
che next quarter million years. 
The last part of the sentence ignores the fact thac major 
construction projects. at the KPS, rely, heavily, upon the 
vast contractor support facilities in North Las Vegas and 
require. close to 90 mile trips to and from the test sice. 
A federal agency which brags about its concern over fuel 
efeiciency and conservation of energy resources should be 
'held accountable for the energy ic uses in maincaining the 

NFS . 
p. S-26, line 6,  'The most significant inqacts would be the loss 
of income and jobs resulting from the elimination of che Defense 
Program. * 
040. Jobs that are orienred around cleaning up chis country and 

developing renewable resources would be a far better 
investment of our nation's limited resources. 

p. S-26. line 10. 'Based 'on the more than 40 years of operations 
and information collected; many of the consequences of past 
Defense Program activities have been well-documented.' 
041. Because Khe Defense Program involves nuclear weapons a great 

amount of secrecy still hinders the full evaluation of the 
the environmental impacts of this program. The exact 
nuclear yields. given in term8 of the number of thousands or 
millions of tons of high-explosive equivalent. is still 
classified for,the vast majority of test. A full accounting 
of che vast quancities of highly radioactive waste 
materials, left by 40 years cesting. has yet KO be made for 
the 839 individual underground nuclear test performed on 
and off the test site. The ongoing site characterization 
program continues to expand but is now being restrained by 
economic limitacions. The well drilling program is also 
restrained by the fear that it may reveal classified dace if 
it is allowed to drill close to the nuclear explosion 
cavities. As a resulc. vast quancities of public funds are 
being expended in looking inco the synpcoms of a problem 
rather than looking at the original cause of the 
environmental problem. The Defense Program Office has much 
of.the so-called .source tern. data. that the environmental 
researchers need, but refuse to release it. 
The reason the lsrS has undergone a great deal of study is 
due, largel:/. to the extre?ne?./ hazardous nature of the 
activities chat are conducted there. Despite che extensive 
safety precautions thac have been taken. future generations 
will still have to pay a high cost for che experiments Chat 
have been conducted at the NTS. 
Though an extensive amount of documentation exist, on the 
operations of the NTS. a substantial amount of documentation 
is either classified, incomplete or even missing. I suspect 
some information may even be distorced due to a desire to 
gloss-over potentially embarrassing problems. 
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045. The most troublesome surface hot-spots at the NTS are the 
result of underground nuclear experiments that either were 
designed to vent radioactive materials to the surface or 
were intended to not vent, but did anyuay. As part of the 
United State's Atoms for Peace Program, Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosive tests were conducted which seriously contaminated 
large areas around their excavation craters. Some of these 
experimental tests were named Sedan (1962). Palanquin (19651 
Cabriolet (1968). Buggy (1968). and Schooner (1968). 
The Baneberry test produced a spectacular venting when its 
containment system failed in 1970. 

71 I 

72 
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043. Replace the word 'quantity' with the word 'level.' The 
actual mass of each radioactive isotope should be provided 
in terms of the gram quantities as well as in terms of the 
radioactive curie level. In addition, the massive 
quantities of hazardous materials. such as lead, that make 
up the nuclear explosion produced mixed-waste soup. should 
also be provided in the Final NTS EIS. The estimate, which 

16 
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periods of thousands of years. 
The resulting burial of nuclear waste, created by 
underground nuclear explosions. is not regu1ated.W anything 
like the regulatory structure that surrounds the eventual 
disposal of other forms of nuclear waste such as Spent 
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Nucleai Waste. For example, the 
waste generated by underground nuclear explosions is not 
required to be surrounded by plultiple engineered barriers. 

is based upon the fission products, provides an incomplete. 
if not a deceptive accounting of the hazardous materials 
which were dispersed by the underground nuclear cesting 
program. The quantities of unfissioned plutonium-239 and 
neutron activation products should also be provided. in 
units of grams and curies, for each of the 839 tests 
locations. The contamination data for the off-site test 

75 

p. 5-26, line 26. 'Additionally. safety tests conducted at the 
surface from 1954 to 1963 resulted in the radioactive 
contamination of the soil.' 
046. Replace the phrase 'safety tests' with the phrase 

'plutonium-239 dispersal experiments.' 
'radioactive contamination of the soil' and replace with it 
the phrase 'contamination of at least five square miles of 
soil with pluronium-239 particles.' 

RemOVe the phrase 

p. 5-26. line 27. 'More than 200 radiation-contaminated 
.controlled areas have been identified and mapped on the NTS. 
047. Refer to commenc no. 035. 

on and off the NTS to detect.radionuclides in air and in 
groundwater. 
048. Refer to coment no. 032. 

tritium resulting from testing in areas that are not under 
control of the W E  or the U.S. Air Force.' 
049. Refer to c m e n c  no. 033. 

p. S-26. line 30. 'The W E  has established a monitoring program 

p: 5-27. line 5, 'Models show that there will be no measurable 

waste Management Program . 

p. 5-27, line 17. 'Waste management has been an integral part-of 
the NTS operations since the establishment of the NTS in 1951. 
050. If the waste management practices of the past were effective 

then why is it that the DOE estimates that $230 billion 
will need to be spent on environmental stabilization during 
the next several decades? The NTS was excluded from chis 
es.timate. not because it did everything right in the past. 
The present waste management program, at the KPS. deals 
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largely with handling problems created in the past. 
addition. since 1951 the cost of waste management has 
skyrocketed. 

waste Management Program are minor c w r e d  to chose of the other 
programs. . 
051. Nov that the Environmental Management.Program has became a 

major component of the W E  budget, one must wonder what kind 
of environmental -ct is caused by the other programs. 

In 

p. S-27, line 18, 'The environmental impacts related to the 

p. 5-27. line 34, 'Use of the craters for waste disposal is.a 
beneficial use of lands that have been significantly and 
unavoidably impacted by past actions.' 
052. It would have been possible to avoid the creation of such 

craters if the test had been conducted deeper, in another 
area or, better yet, not at all. 

p. S-28, line 1, .Even if low-level waste disposal were to 
result in the downward movement of contaminants to the deep 
subsurface. che incremental contribution of contamination to the 
radiologic source contained at and near che detonation would be 
negligible.' 
053. This should be quantitatively analyzed to provide a solid 

figure for the incremental contribution. 
revealing the radiologic source terms of the contaminants 
contained in the underground cavity. 
difficult since the specific values remain classified. 

This would involve 

This might be 

Wasce management site Perfonnance Assessment. 

p. S-28. line 26. 'Preliminary results of the Area 5 Radioactive 
Waste Management Site Performance Assessment indicace that the 
risk of potential exposure to the public from waste disposal 
activities through surface water is not significant.' 

77 I 054. A similar analysis for the Area 3, Radioactive wasce 
nanagement Site should be provided in the Final NTS EIS. 

781 
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p. S-28. line 31, 'The limiting scenarios identified in the 
Area 5 performance assessment are the inadvertent intruder 
scenarios, which are postulated to occur thousands of years in 
the future when areas previously used for waste disposal would be 
mined or farmed.' 
055. Explain what is meant by the term limiting.' What is being 

limited? 
Considering, that the NTS has been in existence less than 
53 years and f e w  stable governments have lasted nore than 
three centuries, then the 'thousands of years in the future' 
concept may be unrealistic. 

9. S-29. line 2, 'The performance assessment is a continuous 
process used to improve the design and operation of DOE waste 
management facilities.' 
056. Perhaps this is also designed to justify the continued 

acceptance of the waste. 
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Environmental Restoration Program 

p. S-29. line 7. 'Approximately 10.000 acres of land would be 
disturbed during the restoration activities under 
Alternatives 1, 3 .  and 4. However, after restoration the land 
would be available for unrestricted use.' 
057:The Final NTS EIS should provide detailed maps which Clearly 

show the locations of all the 10,000 acres of land that 
would be disturbed. In addition. a description should be 

BO 

I 

81 

provided that explains. the reason each piece property is 
being restored, what the restoration activity is expected tO 
involve, and a description of any previous restoration 
that occurred in the past. The statement that 'the land 
would be available for unrestricted use. may be misleading. 
The availability. apparently depends upon a number of 
factors. One of these factors has to do with the level of 
clean-up that is chosen, and in mast instances, it appears 
that this has not been decided. Truly unrescricted use 
Muld involve the withdrawal of the land from restricted 
use by the W E  and a return to the public domain. 
and mining might also be allowed in this case. 
The term, 'unrestricted use: used in the above Quote. is 
likely to refer to land which remains under restricted 
use by the DOE. This land will probably be restored to a 
level suitable for the nearly unlimited use by the WE. 
The Final EIS should Drovide details on the history and 

Drilling 

I 
latest work of the .Nevada Environmental Restoration Project' 
This should include numerous references to the WE/NV 
contractors such as the IT Corporation and to the latest 
internal progress report documents. 
Also refer to comment no.' 002. 

p. S-29. line 9. 'under Alternative 2, environmental restoration 
activities would cease. This would result in a condition of 
noncompliance with environmental requirements and limit the 
future use of the land.' 
058. The.Nationa1 Environmental policy Act (HEPAI requires 

that only reasonable alternatives be presented in the EIS. 
The W E  seems to have structured Alternative 2 so that it is 
unreasonable. 
Nevada and the EPA may still require that some environmental 
restoration activities proceed under an Alternative 2 
situation. 
The restoration of the m S  and off-site areas should not be 
held hostage by the W E  through ics continuing control over 
the withdrawn lands. 
held a-zountable whether it controls che property or not. 

The existing agreements with the State of 

This federal agency must be held 

Work for Others Program 

Alternatives 1 and 3 is similar to historic activities and not 
expected to have siginificant impacts.' 
059. Since the Work for Others Program often involves internal 

interagency agreements and classified research, the public 
frequently has little understanding of what kind of work 18 
involved and how this work might imact the environment. 

p. S-29. line 19. 'The work for Others Program under 
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Though, the statement above suggest that historic levels 
of activity will continue, the public has no way of 
evaluating the accuracy of this statement. 
The DOE should provide the public with detailed descriptions 
and work breakdowns of its Work for Others programs during 
the last decade. This should include a list of clients. 
The brief, non descript entries, provided in Table S-1, are 
not sufficient for a analysis of the alternatives. 

UNAVOIDABLE AWERSE EFFECTS 

p. S-29. line 26, 'Unavoidable impacts result from a substantial 
adverse change to existing environmental conditions that cannot 
be fully mitigated.' 
060. The reader should note that the level of mitigation, that 

can be expected for an underground nuclear explosion, is 
essentially zero. 

Alternative 1 - Continue Current Operations (No Action) 
p. s-29, line 32, 'All concinuing programs and operations at the 

NTS and NAFR Complex would produce some environmental impacts 
that may not be possible to mitigate.' 
061. Replace rhe word 'may' with the word 'will: 

release of large quantities of radioactivity into the subsurface 
and the formation of subsidence craters.' 
062. Replace the qualitative phrase 'large quantities' with the 

quantitative phrase of 'tens of billions of curies.' 
Replace the term 'radioactivity.- with the phrase 
'radioactive materials' and follow with the phrase 'and 
thousands of tons of hazardous materials.' Before the word 
'subsurface' add the phrase 'atmosphere. surface. the.' 

support of stockpile stewardship programs vould have smaller 
impacts.. 
063. The qualitative term 'smaller' should be replaced by a 

quantitative figure. The environmental impacts of the BEEF 
complex and the LYNER complex should be included. The 
description of the subcritical test in the LYNER complex 
should describe the explosive dispersal of substanrial 
quantities of plutonium-239 and the abandonment of the 
plutonium contaminated.shot rooms. 
be immediately declassified. 

p. S-29, line 34, 'Past nuclear testing has resulted in the 

p. S-30. line 4. 'Other testing and experimental activity in 

Also Appendix J should 
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Table 5-3. Sununary comparison of environmental impacts of the 
alternatives ( 7  pages) 

Land U s e .  Site Support Activities, Airspace 

p. 5-31, (p.1) 

Land Use ~ 

Alternative 1 . 
064. Why would similar land uses be locaced on the 8 9 1  borders? Why is the TTR. Shoal site and the Faultless 

site at the CNTA not mentioned? 
the property at the North La8 Vega8 complex as well as the 
WElNV Remote Sensing Laboratory at Nellis Air Force Base? 
Why are the DOE/NV underground nuclear explosion test 
sites in Mississippi, Alaska, Colorado, and New Mexico not 
covered here? 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management criteria for public use: 

this federal agency is required, by law, to restore the 
surface of the public lands that it damaged. Also refer to 
comment no. 064. 

activities in this and Alternative 3 since this project 
will not be located on the NTS and will now be independent 
of the listed alternatives. 

901 Why is there no mention of 

91 I 
921 

Alternative 2 
'Closure without environmental restoration would not meet 

0 6 5 .  This may be true, but this statement has no place here if 

Alternative 3 
066. Remove all references to the New Solar Enterprise Zone 

Alternative 4 
'Potential public uses of relinquished NTS lands would be... 

surrounded & buffer zones: 
067. Why would buffer zones be needed, if the activities at the 

NTS are performed safely? 'Figure 3-4. NTS Alcernative 4 
land use map,' on page 3-24 in Volume 1. Part A, indicates 
Chat the potential relinquished lands would.not be completely 
surrounded by buffer zones which.are to here as 
'Reserved Zones.' The explanation, concerning the uses of 
the 'Reserved Zones,. should be detailed and very specific. 
If the relinquished land were to.be surrounded by buffer 
zones, then what would'be the depth of the buffer zones and 
what kinds of security barriers would be emplaced?. Would the 
surrounding buffer zones reduce the area of the "Potential 
Turn Back Areas- shown in Figure 3-41 . 
'rand uses a: rhe Tonopah Test Range. Project Shoal Area. 
ana Central flevada Test Area.'would be similar to those listed 
under Alternative 1.' This table does not *list* land uses 
unaer the Alternative 1 column. In addition, the cerm 
'similar' is far too objectively vague. The Final NTS EIS 
should provide far more specifics. 
'Land-use designations and zones would be incompatible with 
existing designations and zones.' I suggest. that this 
invalidates the DOE'S plans to retain control of the 
wichdrawn lands under Alternative 4, thus creating another 
weasonable Alternative. Since nuclear testing was halted 
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sites, surrounded by a 1,000 foot radius region that 
represents the area that may be potentially impacted. The 
total impacted area could be more than 10,000 acres and the 
impacted volume could exceed 50 cubic miles. Each. new, 
large. underground nuclear explosion could potentially 
impact nearly a quarter cubic mile of the surrounding 

technologies. I suggest, that the tone of this report 
clearly reflects a conflict of interest. 

'11 

110 

The fuel use, associated with the transportation of large 
quantities of waste. over great distances, has been ignored 
in this EIS study. The fuel usage constitutes a highly 
significant use of nonrenewable fossil fuels. The burning. 
of this fuel. also results in the release o€ an equivalent 
quantity of hazardous emissions including the greenhouse gas. 
Co2. AS a federal agency. thac claims to be concerned with 
conservation of fossil fuels and the reduction of harmful 
air emissions, the DOE should have provided a detailed 
analysis of che fuel usage, associated with the operation 
of the NTS. The Final NTS EIS document titled, 

112 

Alternative 2 
-Water demand would be reduced to that required for 

environmental monitoring and for potable water €or the caretaker 
workforce. ' 
077. The Final NTS €IS should describe the need. composition. 

and size of this workforce. It should also describe why 
this workforce will need to be employed for thousands of 
years. 

113 1 
114 I 

'Contaminated areas would not be restored, resulting 
in continued possibility of groundwater contamination.' 
078. The DOE has admitted that it is impossible to restore the 

contaminated areas in and around the nuclear blast cavities. 
Groundwater contamination is not a possibility but a reality- 
I believe the quoted statement is highly deceptive. 
The stakeholders, including the general public and their 
elected representatives. deserve better. 

Alternative 1 
'There could be localized impacts related to underground CeStS 

conducted under or near the water table. 
few instances of migration of radionuclides beyond the near test 
environment.' 
079. Replace the phrase 'could be localized' with the phrase 

'would be regional.' 
naps. such as the one found in Figure 4.12-2.. on page 4-526 
of the Draft PEIS for Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
lDOE/EIS-0236). show the existing nuclear explOSiOn.teaC 

Monitoring has revealed 

1151 
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~onopah Test m g e  and Nellis Air Force m g e  complex 
All Alternatives 
'Minimal impacts would occur at the Tonopah Test Mnge ..: 

0 8 0 .  Major clean-up efforts are being planned for at the TTR and 
NAFR Complex. This involves the removal of several inches 
of plutonium-329 soil from dozens of acres, where Pluronium 
dispersal experiments were performed. These activities are 
likely to disturb the existing drainage'paths. Remove the 
term 'minimal: 
Under Alternative 2 and 1. the W E  is likely to iransfer Some 
of its oefeise Program activities zo che Tonopah T e s t  Range. 
This kind of accion would be likely to increase impacts on 
this range, therefore all the Alternatives should indicate an 
impact fo r  this range 

Visual Resources 

p. s-35. (P.5) 

Alternative 2 
'Daterioration of facilities would occur over time. 

24 
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084. The rate of loss of desert tortoise and habitat would be 
minuscule, when compared with all the other Alternatives, 
therefore this sentence should be removed. An increased 
level of security and monitoring will probably exist under 
all the other Alternatives. therefore this statement is not 
appropriate here. 
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082. The above passage should read. '.At the Project Shoal Area 
and Central'Nevada Test Area, geologic media that was 
contaminated with DOE radionuclides will remain permanently 
contaminated and unavailable for use. The groundwater that 
is contaminated and can not be remediated and will be 
unavailable for use as well.' 
The term 'remain' refers to a period of time of about a 
quarter million years. The Final KTS EIS should clearly 
explain why the geologic media and groundwater will be 
unavailable for use and the mechanisms that are being used 
and will be used, during the next quarter million years, to 
keep it unavailable. The DOE has admitted that the 
underground nuclear test areas can not be remediated. 
therefore WElNV should cease giving, the general public and 
the public's elected representatives, the impression that 
these facilities are fixable. Its time to stop pouring tax 

persist if the m S  were closed.' 
083. Place the word 'giant' ahead of the word 'subsidence.' 

Replace the word 'would' with the word .will: 
Precede the word 'if' with the word 'even.' 
Replace the word 'were- with the word -is: 
These conditions will persist for hundreds of 
thousands of years, no matter which Alternative is chosen or 
will be chosen. 
The DOE has admitted that the underground nuclear test areas 
can not be remediated. therefore WE/NV should cease giving, 
the general public and the public's elected representatives. 
the impression that these facilities are fixable. Its time 
to stop pouring tax moneys into rat-holes that, go nowhere. 

p. 5-38, line 15, -Although the rates of desert tortoise or 
habitat loss would likely decline relative to Alternative 1. there 
could be some loss because of security and monitoring vehicular 
activities.. 

p. S-38. line 20. .Because no environmental restoration projects 
would occur under Altemtive 2. contaminated areas of the 
Tonopah Test Range would remain contaminated: 
085.  F o l l o w  the phrase 'Alternative 2 . '  with the word 'extensive. 

125 

126 

127 I 
128 

End the sentence with the phrase 'with kilograms of 
plutonium-239 particles. Perhaps the status of the 
plutonium-239 dispersal experiment sites on the Nellis Air 
Force m g e  Complex should also be mentioned. 
Actually, I believe the quoted statement is deceptive. if not 
blatantly false. due to the existing laws that require 
federal agencies to cleanup their facilities before they 
leave, otherwise it appears that there is a serious breach 
in accountability. 

p. S-38, line 24, -At the Project Shoal Area and Cencral Nevada 
rest Area, geologic media and groundwater contaminated by 
radionuclides would remain contaminated and unavailable for use.' 
086. Replace the phrase 'geologic media' with the phrase 

'subsurface soil and rock.' Replace the phrase 'by 
radionuclides would' with the phrase 'ME'S massive 
quantities of radionuclides will: 
DOElNV should explain, in the Final M"S E I S .  what it means 
when it says the geologic media and groundwater would be 
'unavailable for use: It should explain. why .the 
availability would be restricted. who the restrictions would 
be applied to. what techniques would be used to provide the 
restrictions. and how many hundreds of thousands of years 
these restrictions would need to be applied. 
These, and the other 800+ underground nuclear explosion 
sites, that lie in Nevada, I4ississiDpi. Alaska. Colorado. 
and in New Mexico. will not be remdiated under any of the 
presently proposed Alternatives or under any new proposals. 
The W E  has admitted that the underground nuclear test areas 
can not be remediated, therefore DOE/NV should cease giving. 
the general public and the public's elected representatives. 
the impression that these facilities are fixable. Its time 
to stop pouring tax moneys into rat-holes that go nowhere. 

Alternative 2 - Fxpanded Use 
p. S-38. line . 'At the NTS and NAFR Complex, the unavoidable 
adverse impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to 
Alternative 1. Construction of new facilities would affect 
presently undisturbed habitat and eliminate those areas from 
other land uses: 
087. Replace the phrase 'similar to. with the phrase 'much 129 I greater than.' 

Programatic Enviromental Impact statement for stockpile 
Stewardship and Management - February 1996 (DOEIEIS-0236) 
(draft PEIS SSI4). suggest that major expansions of 

This Draft KPS EIS and especially the draft 
130 1 

26 
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activities are envisioned for the NTS. Such an expansion of 
activities will further impact this site which has already 
experienced horrendous permanent damage from past activities. 
The rest of this expanded use section deals with the 
unavoidable adverse effects of peripheral issues such as 
the proposed renewable solar energy projects. Here, 90% of 
the space is taken-up with descriptions of projects that 
will result in less than 10% of expanded use impacts. 
Clearly, W E / Y  remains primarily comitted to expanding 
the secret work, associated with weapons of mass destruction. 
rather than work which promotes the conversion to renewable 
solar energy technologies. 

p. S;3~.:~line 29, "If the solar energy projects are implemented 
at the'ms. up to 2.400 acres of desert tortoise habitat could be 
.lost from construction activities.' 
088. Remove this since a decision was made, over a year ago to' 

not site these facilities at the NTS. DOE/NV seems to be far 
more interested in promoting nuclear power than renewable' 
energy development,. Also, refer to comment no. 075. 

I 
p. 5-39. line 4, 'At the Project Shoal Area and Central Nevadi 
Test Area, geologic mediaand groundwater that may be contaminated 
by radionuclides would remain'contaminated and unavailable for 
use.' If groundwater were contaminated and could not be 
remediated. it would.be unavailable for use as well.' 
089..Refer to comments no. 082.- 

p. 5-39. lines 8 thru 20, This extensive section contains 
numerous references to the negative impacts of the proposed 
renewable solar energy projects. 
090. Refer to comment no. 075. 

Alternative 4 - Alternative use of Withdrawn Lands 
p. S-39, line 29. 'The unavoidable adverse impacts to the 

TonOpah Test Range from WElNV activities associated with 
Alternative 4 would be similar to those for Alternative 1.' 
091. Replace the.phrase 'similar to' with the phrase 'greater 

than. - Because. some of the Defense Programs may 
transferdd to the TTR. impacts may increase. 

132 I 
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Table 5-4 .  Summary cumulative impacts ( 3  pages) 

ifow generous! 
provide a detailed description of the history of 
the institutional control program that has been in place at 
the ten offsite underground nuclear explosion sites which 
are located in Mississippi. Alaska, Colorado, New Mexico and 
Nevada. 

In the Final m S  EIS the M)E/NV should 
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p.  S-42 
iiydrology 

NTS Program Alternatives 
-Withdrawals are within the perennial yield amounts except in 

the cases of Yucca Flat and Dry Lake Valley, Where extractions 
exceed replenishment.' 
092. Recent findings by the Desert Research Institute suggest 

that much of the water that underlies Nevada is quite old 
and resulted from a much wetter historical period near the 
last ice age. As a result, many existing estimaces of 
recharge rates may be in error. This. in turn. could mean 
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p. RG-4, where A r e  the Sites in Nevada, Fifth bullet 
-Central Nevada Test Area.... 
096. Like the Project Shoal description above, mention the real 
purpose of first series of tests thac were to be performed at 
the central Nevada Test Area. 

MAP 
097. Show the portion of the NTS which was once labeled 'Area 51.' 

Explain. in the sidebar. why the WE/W does not acknowledge 
its existence and why it is not mentioned or :overed in this 
Dratr NTS EIS. Also show the locations of other DDEINV 
facilities, in the Las vegas area. which are not covered in 
this Draft NTS EIS. 

098. The boundary of the Nellis Air Force Range Conrp lex  which lies 
j u s t  east of the Area 13 block was changed about seven years 
ago. Updating your map will not give away the family Secret 
concerning Area 51. 

142 

143 1 

PRIVATE CITIZEN 53 (CONTINUED) PRIVATE CITIZEN 53 (CONTINUED) 

29 

READER'S GUIDE 
TOTHE 

U.S. D E P A R W  OF ENERGY 
DRAFT 

ENVIRONUEWAL IMPACT STATEHWT 
FOR TWE NEVADA TEST SITE AND 
OFF-SITE LOCATIONS IN THE STATE 

OF NEVADA 

p. RG-2. Section 2. Specific Topics. Middle of page. 
'Classified Supplement: Project-specific Environmental Iuipact 

I 095. The vast majority of this document should be declassified Analysis (Lyner Complex) . . . .~ppendix J: 
' 

138 I 
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I 

in the spirit of Secretary O'Leary's most recent 'openness. 
Initiative- requirements. This means, that unless the 
information could directly lead to an understanding of the 
equation-of-state-codes, then it should be declassified and 
provided to the public so they can evaluate the 
environmental consequences of the plaMed experiments at the 
Lyner Complex. I seriously doubt that a description of the 
explosive dispersal of plutonium-239 in underground room is 
going to reveal basic research data Involving the 
equation-of-state codes. 
For any information that remains 'Classified.' provide in the 
Final NTS EIS. a full accounting of the authority under which 
this document was classified. The W E  should cite. all the 
applicable W E  Orders and Regulations under which it was 
classified. the identity of the classifier, the level of the 
classificacion. any special handling requirements. such a8 
LXMDIS' (Limited Disseminationl. the date or event for 
automatic declassification - classification review - or 
downgrading of classification level, and if applicable, the 
reason for extended classification. 
In addition. Appendix J should be listed in the Table of 
Contents in both Volume 1. Part A and Part 8 .  It should 
appear under Appendix I. 

, 

Back Page -- 'About NEPA' 'The DOE EIS process fOllOWS these 
steps:' 'Implementation Plan. which gives the results of the 
public scoping and provides a 'roadmap' of how the EIS will be 
prepared. * 
099. Mencion that this once provided a means for public input into 

the planning of the Draft EIS. but under a recent proposal. 
by the W E ,  the Implementation Plan will no longer ba 
provided as a means of public input. 

This ends my CoIDIILMts on the Draft m'S EIS January 1996. Summary 
(DOEIEIS 0243) 

. 
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the.Nevada Test Site 
and Off-site Locations in the State of Nevada - January 1996 

WE/EIS 0243 
volume 2 

Framework for Resource Management Plan 

PUBLIC CDMIElJTS 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.3 Policy and Procedures 
p.1-2. line 15. 
'The WElNV has developed and refined its technical site 

information (WEINV.1994a) to the point where it accurately 
depicts existing conditions and planned improvements.' 
100. Replace the term 'accurately- with the term 'approximately.' 

Replace the term 'existing' with the term 'past.' 
Replace the term 'improvements. with the term 'alterati&: 
The NTS has a massive, ongoing. characterization program 
which is attempting to better understand a great number of 
unknown factors at the site. Why are tens of millions of 
tax dollars being spent on these characterization progra!m 
if the existing conditions are accurately depicted? 
DOE Headquarters released a Document titled 'Estimating the 
Cold War Mortgage: The 1995 Baseline Environmental 
Management Report - March 1995.' A major portion of the 
WE., the underground nuclear explosion test areas, were 
excluded from this study due to great uncertainties 
associated with these severely damaged areas. 

'Monitoring is a crucial step in the RKP because the 
predictions of impacts and selection of suitable land uses 
that will result from the plan will be based on an 
incomplete understanding oE the ecosystem on the NTS: 

'Some of the decisions the WE/NV will make during 
development of management actions will be based on a limited 
understanding of the interactions between natural and 
manmade systems on the NlS: 
How is it possible to accurately depict planned improvements 
when the W E  weapons complex is undergoing major changes 
that involve many decision that are yet to be made? 

'The RMP will not be used to idenrifi or select future 
missions for the UTS: those task &e the subject of other 
strategic planning efforts.' / 

Refer to p. 3-9. line 32. 

Refer to p. 2-5, line 24.  

Refer to p. 1-3, line 5 .  

p .  1-3. line 3 .  
'The RMP will use the technical.site information as a starting 

point and will ultimately gather other ongoing management and 
planning activities under one comprehensive plan.' 
101. M y  experience, with the technical site information. is that 

it reflects the highly secret, self-regulating nature of chis 
institution. The majority of decisions are based upon 
inEormation contained in internal documents rather than on 
:he concerns of the surrounding communities. 
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p. 1-3, line 5 .  

for the NPS; those task are the subject of other strategic 
planning efforts.' 
102. If this is true. then why does the example goal reflect a 

business as usual attitude. with a major emphasis on 
supporting the ongoing missions. 
missions are the future missions that are desired by WElNV. 

-The Pl@ will not be used to identify or select future missions 

Perhaps the ongoing 

p. 1-3. line 14. 
'Some important principles of this approach considered in the 

plan are . . .  consideration of ecological units and rimeframes. ..: 
103. I hope the managers are looking forward for at least a 

quarter nullion years. 

p. 1-4. line 5 .  
'The DOEINV will use these procedures and planning &stems to 

select and design land uses that are consistent with the goals 
identified by the RW: 

1501 104. RewJve the phrase 'and design.' 
Perhaps a god can design land uses but I doubt that mere 
managers can do a better job. 

p.  1-4, line 8 .  
'Land-use planning and resource management are the 

responsibility of the landlord program office at each W E  site. 
At the m S ,  the Defense program performs these functions ..: 
105. Perhaps you ought to rename the landlord program the 

warlord program. 
Seriously, its time for a radical change. Move the 
landlord program office functions over to the Environmental 
Protection Division. You can do it. 'The times, they are 
a changing.' 
.change. The Cold War is over, priorities are changing and 
NTS may be facing some serious suit challenges. 

Show the public and W E  HQ that you can 

151 

1.4 Relation to the Nevada Test Site Environmental ImpdCt 
statement 
p. 1-5, line 13 
'This review will evaluate.any potential conflicts between the 

RMP and che existing EIS and will be the basis for determining 
whether (1) the existing EIS should be supplemented, ( 2 )  a n w  
EIS should be prepared, or ( 3 )  no further National Environmental 
Policy Act documentation is required.' 
106. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was enacted by 

Congress to ensure that Federal decisionmakers considered 
the effects of proposed actions on.che human environment and 
to lay their decisionmaking process open for public 
scrutiny. The lsTS RMP should provide the public and other 
stakeholders with a means to keep track of whether or not 
DOE/NV is fullfilling its promices in regards to the 
numerous sites it is responsible for. In order to do this 
the RHP needs to spell out. in detail. the various ways in 
which the stakeholders will be allowed to participate in the 
decision making process-and in gaining full and complete 
access to the raw data that will form the basis of the 
decisions. For starters. WE/NV needs to start utilizing is 

3% 
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internet world W d e  Web Home Page to openly publish a full 
listing of all the documents, both internal and external. 
that deal with che emrimnmntal studies of its various 
sites. This should include planning &cuments which may 
have an impact on the existing conditrons of the sites. For 
environmental reports which were performed under WElNV 
contract, the full dwumencs should be downloadable using 
commonly used file transfer techniques. Whenever a contract 
report is listed it should also include a summary.abstract 
of one page or less. These documents should be made 
available, on the internet. as soon as the contractors have 
written and submitted their reports to the ME. 
include the contract number. the submission date, the 
name and contact information for the original writers of 
che reports. The reports should be made available, to the 
public, before the WE has reviewed and edited the contents 
of the reports, even if the OOE considers the report to be 
in a draft state. As it is mu, &me of the WE/NV'S Site 
environmental reports such as the .Nevada Test Site Annual 
Site Environmental Report-1994' (WE/NV/ll432-175) are 
released, internally, almost a year after'the raw data is 
collected. All to often. the public doesn't become aware of 
such documents until years after internal decisions have ' 

been made that are based upon the findings in such documents. 

They should 

1.5 Relation to Other Agency Resource Management Plans 

':In contrast, natural resources are not the primary management 
focus of the WE's NTS mi4sions. The primary resources rewired 
by the W E  NTS missions are the site support activities and large. 
remote areas found on the WTS. Existing site suDport activities 
and their relation to land-use on the IWS are an important 
consideration; therefore, these manmade resources will constitute 
a siginificant aspect of the RMP. 
107. Obviously. 'site support activities' are  regarded as a 

1-6, line 7 

'primary resource: 
remoteness and the tight security, at the site, has 
functioned as a convenient resource that has allowed the 
local management to engage in activities that have 
devastated the environment of some areas of the test 
site. W E  Ha has indicated that the enormous clean-up 
cost, of the DOE'S weapons labs, resulted from putting 
the defense mission ahead of the environment. Despite 
the DOE'S .Lessons Learned' program. it appears that some 
segments of W E ' s  empire have not yet gotten the message. 
The statement that 'manmade resources will constitute a 
significant aspect of the W' indicates to me that the 
writer has an extremely poor understanding of fundamental 
ecological principles and therefore is noc qualified to be 
part of the RMP guidance team. There are many people vh0 
tend to believe that humans are like Gods who have the 
capacity to create resources. 
rather shallow understanding of the ultimate sources of the 
resources that man uses. 

I would like to suggest that the 

Such folks usually have a 
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4.0 DRhpT RESOURCE KhNAGEMENT 

p.4-1. line 8 
'They (draft goals) will be used to evaluate the effects of the 

WE/NV activities on resource issues and to identify management 
actions needed tor wise resource use and sound ecosystem 
management. - 
108. The wise use of resources should be based upon the 

judgment of environmental scientist. che public and the 
indigenous couununities who hold the original titles and 
claims to the land. 
the precedence of relatively recent activities. sound 
ecowstem manaaement is often incomacible with what W E .  

The wise use should not be based upon 
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Defeiase Prograi managers consider tb be a wise use of 
resources. 

p: 4-1. line 10 
Also included are brief explainations of why che W E  chose 

these goals: ... and. when available, map products documenting the 
WE's knowledge of NTS resources and constraints.' 
109. Many of the map products. that are  provided in the rear of 

this document, are quite impressive but they do not document 
the the WE'S knowledge. The elements of a map need to be 
carefully analyzed to derive knowledge from them. The 
discussions in the EIS text shows little evidence that such 
maps have undergone a through analysis. It is a simple 
matter for  contracted services to provide WE/NV with slick 
map products. IC is a wholly different matter for useful 
information to be derived from the maps. 
which could rate as some of the mosr severely damaged land 
in the world. The readers of chis NTS DEIS are noc likely 
to see that value expressed in the text. m p s  can also be 
used to deceive and manipulate knowledge. W E l N V  has 
performed this function as well with most of their map 
products. The removal of Area 51 is a deliberace, unlawful 
act which serves to deceive the general public, state and 
federal officials that hold executive office positions. 
Congressional representatives and their oversight bodies. 
It even serves to deceive DOElNV contractors. mE/NV 
managers. as well as the high-level analysts and decision 
makers at WE nQ. 

Plate 7 shows land 

p. 4-1, line 18 
'Possible solutions that may be considered include modifying a 

proposed mission to reduce i w c t s  on a resource, modifying .~ 
existing missions. or not achieving a goal: . 
110. After the word 'include' insert the phrase 'cancelicg the 

4.1 Existing Missions 

P. 4-2, line 6 
'Ensure new uses of the NTS do not interfere with critical 

operations of existing missions or create additional cost for 
those missions: 

efficiently uses the resources of the NTs: 
'Manage existing missions in a way thac most effecrively and 
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111. Eliminate the proposed draft gdal of supporting the 
existing missions and replace with the goal of closing down 
the the test site in one year. The business-as-usual 
option should not he the only option provided. In return, 
for the attempt to manipulate the 'Pramwork' document's 
draft goal proposal, the writers of the document should be 
repuired to substitute the close-dam option as the draft 
goal. 

underground nuclear test areas. the areas where 
plutonium-239 dispersal tests were conducted and the 
off-site test areas i n  the States of Kississippi, Alaska, 
Colorado. New Mexico. and N e v a d a .  These sites should be 
preserved by closing down the test site and then each 
individual test location should be placed on the NatiOMl 
Registry of Historic Places. 
implemented so that future generations can learn that 
a person does not have to be an ogre in order to create 
massive environmental problems. 

155 I 

112. The NTS resources that are imporrant to me are the 

Public tours should be 

This ends my coments on the Draft NPS EIS January 1996, volume 2 
Framework for Resource Management Plan (DOEIEIS 0243) 
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C-S ON THE D W  KPS EIS - January 1996, (WEIEIS 02431 
volume 1 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
(Part A) and (Part B) 
Appendices 
p. ix, line 17 
113. Add, 'Appendex J Classified Supplement: Project-Specific 

The vast majority of this document should be declassified 
before it appears' in the FiMl I?PS EIS. 

J-1' 

157 I 
p. ix, line 6 
'Appendix A Detailed Project and Activity Information A-1' 

114..Pfention here the Lyner Complex and the fact that it has a 

Chapter 2 PURPOSE AND NEEO FOR W E  ACTION 

115. Mencion here the legal processes that the state of Nevada 

158 I classified component. 

2.1 Background 
e. 2-1. 30 

took that precipitated this EIS process. Include this 
history in the side box. This study was not voluntarily 
initiated by the W E .  because of new world events. 

2.4 Nevada Test Site Programs 
2.4.2 Waste Management Program 
'Waste Definitions' sidebar 

p.  2-9. line 31 
'Classified Waste. 

159 I 
160) 116. Provide a more detailed definition and cite the specific 

rules that govern this catagory of waste. 

2-10. line 16 
DSpecifically. these waste types include.. .and some classified 
waste. * 
117. The word .some' is to vague. Provide more specifics such as 

volume, mass and radioactive curie level. Provide a general 
breakdown of components including that portion which is 
Mixed-Waste due to hazardous components and describe vhere 
this waste is located. 

chapter 3 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
3.2 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration 

p. 3-26. line 28 
'The NTS has historically been a multipurpose faciliry because 

3.2.1 Site Uses Defined by Program 

of its remote locacion. arid climate. controlled access. and 
size. Fore these reasons, this alternative (single program) 
fails to meet the WE'S need for a site that can support evolving 
WE missions.' 
118. Many of the stakeholders ccmynts were ignored because they 

did not 'meet the WE's need. DOE needs to be reminded 
that they are supposed to be serving the public's needs. 
The recent historical uses of che test site should not be 
used as a t w l  for locking in the future uses. 1621 
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3.2.2 Site Closure with Complete Environmental Restoration 
P. 3-27. line 3 
'The DOE considered. but dismissed as too speculative, the 

alternative to fully remadiate and close the t?FS in the next 
10-year period. In accordance vith the DOE National 
Environmental Policy Act EIS policy, the KPS EIS evaluates site 
uses for the next 5- to 10-year pericd and because of the unique 
nature of past NTS activities (nuclear weapons test). complete 
site characterization and subsequent remediation activities could 
not be completed before the year 2030. 
technologies to fully characcerize and remediate certain areas of 
the NTS (such as the underground testing areas) do not currently 
exisc and are not anticipated to be available in the nexc 10-year 
period.. 
119. The American people and Congress need to hear the W E  

directly admit that it has F e n t l y  ruined lands upon 
which it was given stewardship responsibilities. It has 
has created 'national sacrifice zones.' Its time the W E  
take responsibility for its actions rather than continue to 
suggest that some. currently unknown, future miracle 
technology will allow the remediation of all the public 
lands over which it has domain. This blind faich. that a 
future technology will be developed, is misleading. IC is 
like dangling a carrot in front of a mule in order to get 
it to move. 
technological cure. has resulted in a vast waste of public 
funds on many technologies that failed to produce results. 
We and future generations should not be forced to pay for 
.me's inability to admit guilt. 

Additionally, 

This suggested promise. of a future 

3.2.3 Site Closure with Direct Relinquishment of Surplus Lands 
to the Swereign Nations, the Public. Nye County. or the State of 
Nwada following Remediation. 
p. 3-27, line 14 
'The DOE considered. but dismissed as unreasonable, the 

alternative Of relinquishing the withdrawn NTS land directly to 
the'sovereim nations. the State of Nevada. Nye County, or the 
public. This alternative would require a redirection of the 
policies of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, which administers 
the federal lands that are withdrawn for use by the DOE. Current 
U . S .  Bureau of Land Management policies and regulations require 
lands that were formerly withdrawn from the public domain. and 
are no longer needed. to be relinquished back to the U.S. Bureau 
of LandManageuent. For this reason. this alternative was 
considered too speculative and outside the scope of the KPS EIS.' 
120. In this last sentence, it starts out by saying *For this 

reason ..: WE/NV needs to expound further and clarify what 
it is referring to when it says 'this.' 
I understand that the B W  is not interested in taking On the 
the responsibility for such seriously contaminated land. 
This section should also mention the pending legal actions, 
between the State of Nevada and the W E ,  concerning the 
charge that DOE/NV is out of compliance with the original 
purpose for which the land was withdrawn. 
The federal government would be setting a bad precedent 
if it allowed the W E  to retain control of public property. 
into che distant future. because this agency permanencly 
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compounds. Since the official use of the term 'hazardous' 
does not include radioactive materials, the Final NTS EIS 
should make it perfectly clear what these experiments will 
involve. 
experiments which will explosively disperse plutonium-239, 
particles in bare underground room which will then be 
abandoned. Indicate an upperbound figure for the mass Of 
plutonium-239 that will be used in the experiments. 

The description should describe the up-C&g 
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contaminated the property with plutonium isotopes t G t  have 
a 24.000 year half life. U.S. Federal agencies should not 
be allowed.to gain permanent control of the public's lands. 

Chapter 4 AFFECTED ENVIRONUENTS. 
4.1 Nevada Test Site and Surrounding Areas 
4.1.1 Land Use 

p. 4-9, line 11 
-Under Public Land Order 1662 (June 20. 1958). approximately 

38,400 acres were reserved for the use of the Atomic Energy 
.Commission in connection with the NTS. Management of this land 
area has since been delegated to the U.S. Air Force.' 
121. The W E  should provide an historical listing of docUmentS 

4.1.1.1 Public Land Orders and Withdrawals. 

which cover this delegation of authority to the U.S. Air 
Force. The latest document should be cited and included in 
an unclassified NTS EIS Appendix. 

'This Appendix should also include copies of P.L.0 1662 and 
the other public land orders and related special use 
documents..which.cover the land withdrawals at the off-site 
undreground nuclear explosion sites in Mississippi, A l a s k a .  
Colorado. N e w  Mexico and in Nevada. 
I understand that this draft document contained inaccurate 
references to the present legal status of the the lands at 
the off-site test areas. For example, the Project.Shoa1 
site was not returned to the BLM as stated in this Draft 
EIS. 

p. 4-10. MAP 
'Figure 4-3. NfS land withdrawals and Me&randum of 

understanding. 
122. Retitle this as 'NTS lands covered by P . L . 0 . s  and 

Memorandum of Understandings' 
Label the area, covered by P.L .O.  1662. with the number 
designation -51:. Also include the special land 
withdrawals that are associated wich the Yucca Mountain 
Project. 
NDTE: of the scores of KIS maps, which are presented in 
this eight volume Draft NFS EIS document, the one map On 
naae 4-10 is the onlv one that includes the area that . I 
La; withdrawn under P.L.0. 1662 (Area 51). A small mrmber 
of maps show open border lines where Area 51 is attached 
but the vast majority of maps show no indication 
of the test site extends.from the northeastern border 
region. For almost 40 years, DOElNV has.created and 
distributed hundreds of tons of public and internal 
documents containing deliberately deceptive maps of the 
region that is assigned co them. This enormous mass Of 
documents has been distributed.to the general public. 
the public's elected representatives. oversight committees 
federal agencies such as the Environmental Protection 
AgeIICy and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, state, 
county, and city governments and the Sovereign Native 
American Nations and communities. These inaccurate maps' 
have also been seen, utilized and redistributed by the 
upper-level managers at W E  Headquarters in Washington. K. 
These meps have even been incorporated into the reports Of 

that part 
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the Inspector General. 
program and ita expanded declassification program. Seem to 
have no effect upon this big lie. 

DOE Hp's recent openness Initiative 

4.1.1.2 Land-Use Designations. 
Area 1 - 

p. 4-13, line 28 
'The Lyner complex is a mined underground complex in Area 1 that 
is available for dynamic eeriments and hydrodynanuc tests that 

174 
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4.1.5 Hydrology 
4.1.5.2 Groundwater 
RADIOLOGIC SOURCES IN G R O W A T E R  
Table 4-27. Remaining isotopic inventory under or within. 
100 m (330 frl of the water table ' 

124, Describe in detail.why this table is broken.into two parts. 
the.isotopes that are 'Not On Pahute Mesa. and the isotopes 
which are 'On Pahute Mesa.' Provide a detailed, legal 
description of the boundaries that enclose the tests On 
Pahute Mesa. Describe if the 'Not On Pahute Mesa. test8 
include the underground nuclear explosion tests in central 
Nevada and other states. Provide the quantities, of the 
isotopes in terms of their mass in grams as well as in 
curies. Provide a total figure for the mass of 
plutonium-239. I figure it to be around 0.7 metric tons. 
State the number of underground nuclear explosions that vere 
considered in the formulation of this table. 
Provide the same kind of daca for all underground nUClea? 
explosions and declassify the existing source-term data for 
the BOO+ individual tests. 
Describe, in detail, the various regions of the underground 
environment that may be potentially effected by radioactive 
contamination. Describe the total. volume, in terms Of, 
cubic kilometers that may be potentially involved. 
Better yet. computer model the potentially affected area 
around each of the 800+ nuclear tests. 

p. 4-160 and 4-161 
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Corrective Action Unit 
cut and Cover 
Deep subsurface 
Dipole Hail 
Fission Product 
Geologic 
Geologic media 
Indefinite 
Neutron Activation Product 
Operable Unit 
Protective levels 
Radioactive Source-Term 
Render-safe mission 
Source Material 
Source-Term 
Special Nuclear Material 
Subcritical Test 
Subsidence 
Surface subsidence 
surfical soils 
Subsurf ace 
Threat-nuclear-device simulants 
unavailable 
Work for Others Program 
Zero Yield 

For 'Classified waste. on p. GL-4. line 18, cite the specific 
rules and regulations that describe and define this material 176 I as well as describe how information on it will be handled. 

177 

VOlUme 1. P u t  B 
mEX 
p. Ind-1 
Add the following tenus: 
Area 21  Complex 
Big mplosive Experiment Facility (BEEF) 
central Nevada Test Area (CNTA) 
Cut and Cover 
DAF (Device Assembly Facility) 
Device Assembly Facility (DAF) 
Dipole Hail 
muble Tracks 
Faultless 
Fission Produccs 
Geologic media 
Indefinite 
Low-Yield Nuclear Explosive Research ILyner site) 
Lyner site I--Yield Nuclear Explosive Research) 
Media 
Nevada Environmental Rescoration Project [w ERP) 
Neutron Activation Products 
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Radioactive Source-Term 
Render-safe 
Shoal 
Source-Term 
Subprojects, (NV ERP) 
Threat-nuclear-device simulants 
work for Others P r y a m  

A great maray of the page numbers in the index point to pages that 
contain no reference to the index term. For exanrple: 
For the term 'Device Assembly Facility,' 14 of the 23  pages 
listed. were incorrect pointers. 

This ends my comments on the craft ms eIs January 1996. 
(WE/EIS 0 2 4 3 )  volume 1. Parts A and B 

................................................................. 

Vernon J. Brechin 
m y  3 .  1996 
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May 2,1996 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
P. 0. Box 15.159 
Ia Vegas, Nevada 891 14 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

This is m reference to your article in the Salt Lake Tribune a Mwth 6. 
1996, “Bitter S. Utahns Tell DOE to Close Nevada Test Site”. 

In December 1987, My Dear Mom, Afton Starley Law - Delta, Utah passed 
away from cancer due to the downwinds from the atormc blast. She was 
diagnosed IKlth breast cancer m 1986 followed wth a mastectomy, then m 
the summer of I987 she traveled to Provo dady for M a t m  treatments for 
7 weeks 

We shil have h l y  that live m Mdlard County and we concerned ahout the 
downwmd I am very mnmed about my father. my dddren and theu 
spouses, my grandchrldren, my husband and myself 

There are lots of people from Millard County that have been hagnosed wth 
different types of c~ncer 1 had two very dear fnends that are deceased now, 
because of the downwmders 

1 I PLEASE SHUT THE NEVADE TEST SITE DOWN. 

We have had enough heartache Erom the loved ones and friends that have 
been diagnosed with cancer and enough suffering from the patients. Plus 
the expense md hardships the families have to endure. PLEASE SHUT 
THE NEVADA TEST SITE DOWN. 

- ~ D A  MABBISIT 
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Dated: 4/3/96 

Donald R Elle 
Director Environmental Protection Division 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Nevada Operations Office 
P O B O X  14459 
LasVegas, NV89114 

Dear Mr. Donald EUe : 

I write to submit my comments on the draft environmental impact 
statement, for the Nevada Test Site (NTS) and off-site locations in the state of 
Nevada, for the continued operations of the NTS and other activities of the 
US Department of Energy WE). 

The Draft EIS in general is very comprehensive regarding its coverage of the 
environmental aspects. This comprehensimess has also resulted in 
complexity. It is rather difficult for a viewer to understand the sequence of 
information provided. 

The M ~ U I ~  of this FJS is very different from most EIS’s. It covers a number of 
sites scattered in the state of Nevada. Every altemative also has different 
sites. Alternative 1 and 2 are proposed on the same sites but Alternative 3 
and 4 have additional sites of Eldorado Valley, Dry Lake Valley and Coyote 
Spring Valley. 

The complex description of the environment and the environmental effects 
is hard to follow. Chapter 4 deals with a description of the related 
environment in great detail, for example, in the section covering Socio- 
Economics, employment rates in the US, in State of Nevada and in the 
respective arras are discussed. However, to compare these figures, one has to 
page over to the next chapter. 

Although details are necessary and provide an in-depth view of the situation, 
the EJS should be more understandable. NEPA has set the page limitation 
requirements for the EIS‘s and in my view this EIS does not comply with this 
requirement. 

The comprehensivness of the document also leads one to believe that most of 
the critics of this EIS will view only the summary and receive a general idea 
of the proposed project. This Wig the case, the summary for this EIS should 
provide all  the necessary information to fully understand the situation. It 
should introduce all  the aspects of various sections, which are detailed later 
in the document. 
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The socio-economics section of the EIS summary, only discusses the work 
force residing in each county, the population of Lincoln County and the 
unemployment rate. A more detailed description of the socio-economics 
section should be included in the summary. 

For example the average annual earnings per job in Nye county tells one 
more of the socio-economic conditions than just its population. There is no 
description of economic indicators of any sort in the summary. It is 
absolutely impossible for a person to get any feeling of socio-economic 
conditions in these areas. 

R e  summary does not have to be too comprehensive, but it should serve its 
purpose, it should summarize. In this case where the EIS is very lengthy and 
difficult for the public to digest, a very through summary is needed. In many 
cases the summary is the only part the public will read and it should include 
all the necessary information. Mer reading the sodwconomic summary. 
the average reader should have a through undeatanding of the conditions 
on the sites of the proposed action. 

I hope my comments are positive and can be used in the process of 
improving this Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

J d - 4  
Saima Qureshy. 
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April 30,1996 . -  

Mr. Donald R Elle. Diff*or 
EnvinuMental Rotmion Division 

P.O. Box 14459 
Las Vega Nevada 891 14 

DtarMr.ELle. 

u.s Depmment of Enagy 
Re DEIS for the Nevada Test Site and 
Off-sitc Locationr in the State Of Nevada 

Managema~t Rogram and Almna!i'n 4 fa the Envimnmcntal Resomtion h g r a m .  1 

wastes became of the primitive nature of the monitoriq. A feasible solution while the 
moaitoring iS broogbt Up to an aacptablc HaBdWd, k3 duposal Only Of aonhatardoPs 
wastes and stoxnge of all othen in monitond abon-ground rctrievpble stnrluns 

the vadose mneinwhich maacoatnminanenwe~  by v i r h ~  of mdqmnnd tcso 
and- dispasaL Then appear to be no adequate moniming systemsm place to 
the distribution andean~por~ of contaminants in the vadase m. 'Ihe nems thing to 
dara is the casoal mention in the Summary e. S28) of Gqd wdks in support of 
assessmartmcdels,'whichindudemonitonngofsoilmolsMe and chloride ion 
m m p 8 t i ~ . '  Ibc mncloJion reached @. Sa) that "Ibese studies and the absma of 
contammahon suppon the madasion tba~ no groundwarn p a h a y  uristp bene& the 
Arca 5 Radioxtive Waste Manyeamt Site" IS like the coachrsion rtachcd for the 
&nay. Nevada LLRW site, whrchreccntly harbccn s b m  to bavemntaminated the 
eatirevadosezonelatnally from and below the treachts. Thegmundwam, 

do not see in the dara base any jumfkamm f a d i s p o s a l o f r a n d ~ u s  

The DEIS fails to provide even tbe mostekmmwy sitbspsific characwization of 

The report .6laS. Anecttd Envirunmcns that 5 of 8 boxin show evidcnce of 
t r a m p  of ralonnclik in p ~ n d a r a t a  plus three addi t id  &smonitored 
s b m g  low levels of tritium contamination @. 4-168-169) do not support the conclusion 
reached in me sumpll Rrllhez, chi3 infomalion BIDsts totl!eiIukpcy oftbe 
infomation--adrm on p. 6168-011 g r o u n d o r a m m n t .  Tbc virmal absence 
ofinfonnatiw on contaminant disuibation in Ute vadase umc indicates that mach more 

Wore funber disparal of low-level doactive and hazardons w m  is mnumplated. 

to bc incmtc:t nte soltanent "Dcpcndmg on solubility of the rabionuclidw. the 
groundwater dissolves the midues until chemical equilibrium is reached" appears to 
assume that the gromdwatcris static. 

thorough JNdy of site-specific charscterj?itics and mechanisms of Imspoll is ncdcd 

The diseussion @. 6161) of leacbi118 of radionuclides from rubble and glass appcars 

Ibc statement (p.6161) that, with timZ ' a b  Mdennandm . gdthemle 
hydrologic source tenn muld be had, lihc that w p. 4168 tbat "evidence for transpon of 
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NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PRESENTATION 1 

THIS VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT CONSTITUTES 

THE OFFICIAL RECORD OF THE 

-ADA TEST BITE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT BTATEMENT 
PUBLIC HEARING 

(EIS PRESENTATION - DON ELLE) 
Held at the 

CASHMAN FIELD CENTER 
850 Las Vegas Boulevard North 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

on 

March 26, 1996 
Beginning at 

6:lO p.m. 

TRANSCRIBED BY: Lana Stewart 
Senior Verbatim Reporter 
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ra to Trumoript Bmbols and/or Abbrwiatiolu 

Daah: [ -- 1 
speaker. 

Indicate8 a sentence not completed by 

Dot.: [ ... ] Indicates something wae said by tho 
Spaaker, vhiah, mpoken, Is neither audible nor 
docipherable t o  thm reportsr  o r  from the tApd  
casset te  recording. 

(ph) Indioatea phonetic. 

.lo) mpreaants EXactly 80 maid by tho SpoaLer and I a used to a l e r t  tha apaaksrlraader t o  an e r ro r  i n  the 
record . 

Paranthesea: [ 1 Worda within parenthesee a re  
reporter'. explanatory coments. 

VOICE: Indicatee an unknown apeaker. 

Uh-huh: IndIOatea affirmative answer. 

Buh-uh: Indicates negative answer. 
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Joa l i o re ,  as interemtad observers i n  how this prooe8a 

works and the outcome. 

She legit imate t i t l e  of this 

doamant is e Dreft Wvironmental Impact Statement for  

ths Nevada Tast S i t e  A n d  Off-8ite L o c A t i O I l s  i n  the 

Stat. of Nevada. We're ta lking not only about t he  

nsvada h a t  B i t e ,  but no10 of the other locatione i n  

the ate- where WE hAM conductad 8ct ivi t ieB the 

past  and where yo think we want t o  conduct so10 

ao t iv i t i ee  i n  the future. This Wvironnental Impact 

statement is unlike other impect e ta t sMnts  tha t  you 

My be farai1iAr With. It  is not A project Specific 

dooment. We're not ta lking ebout a building o r  a 

f ao I l I ty  v. whnt t o  build. 

t e lk s  about the Nevada h S t  Si te ;  8- areas in  the 

s t A t . 0  of Nevada. It ta lk6 about then in  t8- Of land 

It is a s i t e l i d 8  BIB.  I t  

use; how we plan fo r  the future, how v. define the 

resources that -*re going t o  use, and how they w i l l  

f i t  within tha future of the Nevada Test B i t e .  

Shere a r e  two other documents t ha t  

are goinq t o  be having public meetings this woe*;  the 

Stoo)rplla' Storage and DlepositiOn Document and the 

usable F i s s i l e  Material Disposition Document. Their 

u e t i n g s  e r e  on ThhurpdSy A n d  RidAy. Tho88 (LL'a 

progrenmtic dwrunente. They contain information and 
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U S  VEOAB, NEVADA, IuRCli  26, 1996, 6:lO P.M. 

8LLKt Welcome t o  the Nevada TOPt Site 

Environmental I w c t  Statesent.  Hy namo ie Don E l l a .  

I'm Director of the  Environmental Protection Division 

of th.s Department of merqy's Nevada Operation8 

Office. 

information about vhat t h i s  document is and what it 

contains] and giva you an opportunity t o  Ask some 

queationn, hopefully that 1'11 be able t o  anewer i n  

the gsneral sanee. And then we'l l  take a break. And 

then we'l l  have en opportunity fo r  you t o  give ue 

And what I ' m  going t o  do ie give you eo- 

Omenta  On What ycu've read And what YOU think About 

what We've d O M .  And W e  b V E  8 Court  Reporter t h a t  

w i l l  be recording those comments so we CM formally 

8ddre8S them i n  the FhAl KIS .  

And before I g8t 8tAeed,  1:WAnt 

to introduce the Manager of the Nevada operations 

Office, Terry Vaeth; and t he  Acting Deputy Mnager, 
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they w i l l  define, fo r  the Department, the programmatic I 
d i rect ion And decisions. Those decision8 that  they 

may inflUenCE the Nevada Test Si te .  And t 0  the 

extent thet this is a nite-wide document we're talking 

about tonight, tho80 Alternativee And those d e c k o n 8  

w i l l  be addressed i n  our Rscord of Decision. One of 

the things I want t o  t r y  and s tay c l ea r  on tonight is 

we're ta lking About our EIS,  we're not t rying t o  

col lect  conraents on those other two documents. Y o u ' l l  

have an opportunity l a t e r  i n  the week, Thureday night 

and h i d a y  mOl7l~ng. t o  do tha t  A t  the SandB BxpositiOn 

center. 

SO vhAt W e  Want t o  t a l k  About 

how DOE proposes t o  continua managing the Nevada TsSt 

s i t e  and i t e  resourcss in  a Ddnnmr tha t  meets 

stekeholdor concern8 i n  the interest  of affected and 

interseted individuals And agenCie8. 

we began this praceee i n  August of 

'Qb. We iSSU.d 8 NOtiC. Of IntEnt A t  t ha t  tias. 

Ihera wae A 9 W a y  scoping per1od.where we had scoping 

metinqm. W s  co l lmc td  c m m t s  and intornation about 

v h A t  the public, whet the stakeholdere thought we 

should be doing in  this document, t he  kind of 

decisions Ye Phould be lOOkillg A t .  We IOOUOd a Draft 

Implemntation Plan i n  PebNary of 1991. DOE, unlike 
I 

BeChtAl Nevada 
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othar fedaral aganoiea, issuns an Implemantatlon Plan 

to relate to tha public how we have treated the 

comments during the scoplng period. 

step, bacause the public askad to ana this 

Implawntation Plan before it wan finalisad, to saa if 

we did e good enough job in their viav. 

in draft form and we issued the Final Implawntation 

Plan in July. since that time, we've been working on 

tho EIS itself, collecting information and putting the 

document togethar. 

FebNary of thie year. 

with the pretty purple cover on it. 

we took another 

We issued it 

And wa issued the Dra2t EIS in 

It's that big pile of paper 

We're now in the public comment 

period. We have a 90-day comment period. It a d s  on 

m y  3rd. 

comments. We'll revise the documant. We'll define a 

prefarred alternative, and va'll issue a Final 81s. 

we do have four public hearings, this is the fourth. 

we have three workshops scheduled in the rural 

communities in April. 

collecting comments to help us finaliza this docurnent. 

Aftax the 3rd of m y ,  wo w i l l  addrees the 

so we are in the process of 

I mantionad the sooping naetings 

that we have. In that process, there were many issues 

and questions that poopla had EboUt What wa ara doing, 

primarily ralated to the  alternatives that we 

Bachtel Nevada 
Raportlng Servicas 

of etakaholder input end involvement in term of what 

it contains. 

Health and safety was M issue for 

paopla. Wa have put toqather a Haalth Risk study and 

Annlyeis. It's also part of en appendix. And we use 

the information in putting togather the lmpaot 

analysis in this doounent. 

.intarest to a lot of people. 

resources on the Nevada Test Site keeping in mind the 

principles of Ecosystem mnagewnt, the holistic view 

of how you manage e complax set of rasourcae and 

activities on the Nevada h s t  Sits?. SO we hnve a 

framework for a Reaourca Wnaganant Plan 86 pnrt of 

this docvpant a6 well. 

Rasourca managernant was of 

* H o u  can we mnnaqe the 

And then there ware a numbar of 

comments that we considered out of scope. 

started this process. we tried to be clear that this 

is not a document that addreeeee Yucca Mountain, the 

EUltability of the repository location. 

procass and there will ba an impact statemant at the 

and 02 the Yucca Mountain Site Charactariaation 

Whan we 

That's a 

activity. We did address, as wa addressed tho 

cumulative impacts, we did address the impacts of 

their Sita Charactarixation activitlae w i t h i n  our BIB. 

SO I've talkad SboUt 6- Of the 

Bechtel Nevada 
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proposed. Initially, va proposed two alternatives; 

the no-action alternative. continued operations; end 

then kind of a fuazy altarnativa that talked about 

expanded usa and some othar activitieo. The comments 

we receivad indicated that we weren't complete enough 

in that analyeis, so we have four alternatives in t h i P  

document; and I'll be talking about thOBB in a'minuta. 

Thars was soma quastions about W E  policies; in terms 

of the NBPA process itsalf, tha length of the comment 

pariod, vhether.wa could look at a Draft 

Implementation-Plan. 

by iaeuing the plan in draft. 

So we addreseed those comeate 

There vas question8 alao, from a 

policy pint of view, about "why should w e  continua to 

conhuct or be ready to conduct nuclear testing?* 

Thatla an issue that ve'va addressed in this document 

in the sense that it'e not our decision to do that. 

It io a presidential directiva that wa maintain t h e  

Test Bite for that capability. Transportation was an 

issue in the aenss that paopla hcaw awars before w e  

started this E18 process about low-lsV81 Waste and 

transport to the Nevada Teat Site for diEpoSal. We 

have a Transportation Study that has becow part of 

this process in the 818. There 1s an appendix that 

contains the Traneportation Study that ha8 had a lot 
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issuas that we had to deal w i t h  in this documant. 

What does it look like, in ganaral? Thara is a 

Summnry. 

contains the sssance of tha rast of the document. 

Volume I Contain6 nine chapters and a bunch of 

appendices. Voluma I1 is the iramevork for the 

Reeourcs Unnagemsnt Plan. 

iesued with the Final E18 and will contain tha 

cOPment8 and how re addressed the comments. . 

It's a fairly skinny littla document that 

And Volume I11 will be 

I mantionad a n-r of chapters 

If you look at that liet, it'a a fairly in this EIS. 

standard liet of information the way 818s ora put 

together. 

One 1s Chapter 4 which talks about affactad 

snvironmente. 

about not just the Nevada Test site, but several 

places in the atata of Nevada where we have done and 

vi11 propose to continue doing activities. 

There are a couple unique featurae of this. 

I wntioned earlier that we're talking 

Tha Nevada 

Teat Site and Tonopah Test Range is addressed in this 

dacumont. There are two eraas on the Nellis Air Force 

Ranga whera'wa have conducted activitioe in tho 

past. 

activitlarf. 

shoal area are places wa have, in the pant, conducted 

underground nuclear tents. 

And we're going to have to do soma remediation 

The Central Navada test area and the 

Bachtel Nevada 
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One OK the things wm talk about in 

this document are Solar Bnterprise Zones. 

proposing -- we've analyzed three sites in southern 

Nevada end a site on the Test Site. the talks about 

the potential lor placement OK solar power production 

facilitiss. And in term OK the complexity OK this 

documant, i f  we talk about eight environmental 

eattings, that is e piece OK why this documant is eo 

big. 

We're 

Chapter 8 talk8 about consultation 

and coordination. 

the Fish and Wildlife service, with Bureau and Land 

mnagement, DeKense Nuclear Agency, and the Air Force. 

we've taken the additional step OK adding Nya County 

ae a cooparating agency. It's not something that Is 

usually done by the Department. But Nye County is a 

we have cooperating agencies w i t h  

site Of the location OK the Nevada Test Site and they 

have iniormation that has been useful to us in putting 

this document together. 

Chapter 9 talks about preparere 

and contributors. 

helped write this document. 

contributors to the documant has been the Native 

Americans. 

that was created out of the coordinated group we have 

There's a long list OK people that 

One of the unique 

We have a Native American Writing croup 
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about discontinue operations; essentially closing the 

gates at the Nevada Test Site, maintaining security, 

and doing nom environments1 monitoring to make sure 

it stays the way we leave it. 

impacts of doing that. Alternative 3 is the 

expanded-uee alternative where we've tried to look at 

and collect inlormation about everything that peoplm 

can think about using the Test Site for in the sense 

OK it being a national resource. 

OCtiVithS and the impacts and talk about them in the 

document. Alternative 4 16 an alternate use OK 

withdrawn land. 

people asked why we couldn't return some of the land 

to the public domain. 

we've analyzed the 

we've analyzed those 

We had -- during the scoping period, 

So we've analyzed activitias 

and things that we Could do on the Nevada Test Site, 

either returning some land to BUI, or do some 

educational, other kinds OK research activitias that 

have not been dona in the past. 

and the note on this vievgraph says, "When we issua 

the Final EIS, we will identify a preKerred 

alternative." 

any one OK those alternatives but it nay represent 

piscss or activities out OK each one OK than. 

will create M alternative that represents what we 

think io the best use OK the resources that we have. 

I want to point out, 

That preierred alternative may not be 

so we 
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with l7,Nativa American tribos. 

written an appendix to the document. 

inKormstion Krom their appendix as their cultural view 

of soma of the alternatives and information we have in 

our EIS. So you can sea the contrasting views bessd 
on their culture and their religion. 

They've actually 

We've taken 

I mentioned the appendices to the 

document. That again, is a Kalrly standard list OK 

eppendlces aroept Kor two of them. 

project specifio appendices that talk about research 

He have two 

Kacilitles that w e  have on the Nevada Test S i t e .  

Appndix F talke about the big explosive experimental 

Kacility. That's Lawrence Livermore's faclllty where 

they can do explosive tasting. 

classified appendix, the Los AlamOs National 

Laboratory's Lynar facility. It's classified in the 

sensa that the activitiee we talk about are 

claosified. Wa'vm taken the information, the 

environmental impact aseasement out OK that appendix 

and included it in Chapter 5 ,  so you can sea what 

we're talking about iron that point OK view. 

Appendix J 16 a 

I mentioned that we have Kour 

altarnativas. The first alternative is continued 

current operations, the no-action alternative in tha 

E18 sanee. we have a second alternative where we talk 
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In addition to the eight 

anvironmantal settings we talk about, we have rive 

program areas that bring money and research and 

activities to tha Test Site. 

put inionnation in this document within those rive 

categories. The defense progrm, the underground 

nuclear tasting, the stockpile etevardehip and 

managanent activities ii a category or activities we 

analyzed. Waste management, dispoeal OK both 

low-level vasts that w e  generate on the Nevada Test 

Site K r m  our own operations, ae well as dispaEal OK 

low-level waste iron a number OK W E  generators across 

the country, valve analyzed that category of . 

aotivities. 

activity that is devoted to cleaning up past 

contamination or removing industrial sites that we no 
longer use. NOn-deKense reasarch and development is a 

category OK activities. For example, the spill Test 

Facility is ueed to test hazardous chemicale, either 

So wa'va analyzed and 

Environmental restoration is a category 

spill6 and h w  YOU clean them up. And it is a 

nOn-dSK.nse ImBOarCh and development activity. 

Environmental technology devalopment is another 

category that's in this one. And people have talked 

about, or proposed, using the Test Sits ae a place to 

launch commercial rockate Kor putting satellites into 
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orbit. That ie a kind or activity that ve can talk 

about in that aree. 

defense-related category OC vork vhere defense 

agencias naed a encure, large remote location Cor 

doinq e m  training activitiae. 

activitioo are in there. 

fiva program areee, you need to have an infrastructure 

that would eupport whatever it ie that'e being done. 

80 in addition, velve anelyaad eite aupport 

ectivitiea, maintenance of pcuer of road9 end vater, 

and facilitiee Cor people to conduct their activitiee. 

Work Cor others is primarily e 

Those kinde of 

And it you look et thooo 

I talked about the eight 

environmental settings, the five program areae. There 

are 12 reeource elemente that we eleo enelyred in 

terw oC the impacte of thoea activitiee or thoee 

program on the resources that ve heve to deal vith. 

The land use, transportation, geology in eoile, 

cultural roeourcee, each one OC theee ere analyzed 

across the tour alternatives and the eight 

environmental eettinge, end the five progreme. so IC 

you've lietened to me talk ebout the way this document 

le put togather, it ends up baing a very complex 

document. 

alternative, in en environmental eetting by resource 

and look at vhat that activity is, vhat it rapreaente 

You ere able to take en activity in an 
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to anawnring e m  OC the questions that the atata has 

reieed. Coneietency hae been a problem becauee -- or 
an iooue or a challenge -- in the senee thet ee DOE 

makae decisions about future activities, they create 

programmatic EISe. They craate diilerent alternatives 

that inrluence what MY happen at the Nevada M e t  site 

in the future. 

llatariel Diepoeltion Document come into torn thie 

VOek. Those tvo document8 heva incluenced hov ve deal 

vith vhat valva put in our BIB. Wa bslieva ve've 

looked at, in the beet vay ve can, ne much intoemation 

ne ve can put in e document. And ve think va ere ee 

current ne those documente can be. 

The Stockpile Document end the 

The trensportation risk wae a 

prob1e.m. Peopls had e lot of queetions about h w  you 

vi11 aeaeee transportation riek. 

they yere uncomiortable vith vae just using a computer 

module vhere you put intormation in end you get 

information out vithout knoving vhet it vae or vhat 

happenad to the intormetion. So we've created vhet le 

a RAD/TRAN (ph) like model. RAD/TWN ie a classic 

computer model. Wa've opened up the procaee eo people 

can look at the content of the analytical work to see 

vhat happened and hov those eeoumptiono got handled in 

tha model itsalt. Tha transportation riek, ee it is 

One of the thinge 
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people ank oe vhat part of thie document to road, my 

anevar le, if you can reed the oununery end underatend 

its content pretty vall, then you don't nand to read 

the rest oC it unlaao you're very interastad in e lot 

OC deteil. 

when 

Lat me talk for a minuta about 

eoma of the iaeuee that we heve analyzed in thie 

document and have influenced its content on how it'e 

put together. As I mentioned, vasts management is a 

big ieeue. W e  looked at environmental restoration 

wests. 

ea a category. And ve've.analyzed the impauta of 

diepoeal oC thoea materlale on the Taet Site. IC 

people would look at the weete Management Programmatic 

E16 and some othar documents, you may eee differencee 

in numbere that exist between the two documents. And 

primarily, they're dliierencee in time Cramee end 

vaete content that vere analyzed in the two documents. 

And ve believe our document has the best information 

possible to gather at the praeent time. 

We've looked at defenee surplus material m e t e  

Tha state of Nevada tiled e 

leveuit some time ago end they heve infomation neede 

thet need to addreee that laveuit. There is 

information in thie document that will go a long vaye 
~~~ 
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in the docunant n w ,  Cocueee largely on lor-level 

vaets shipnente. It contains a lot OC information. 

It addressee the maximum case that w e  can identity in 

tha eanea that one of the elternativee W E  is 

considering for the Teet site in a receipt OC ell the 

lw-level waete generated by WE. That analyeie is in 

thie documant as vall. 

Aealth riek ie e question people 

heva. We've analyzed routine Operations. We've 

looked at the maximun reasonably Coreseeable accident 

that w a  could picture on the Teet Site. 

analyzed that. And ve've done a groundveter model and 

a groundveter assessment in terms OC ve k n w  there's a 

lot oC radioactivity in the groundvater. Whet happens 

to that into the future? We conduct a lot or 

monitoring around and on the Nevada Teet Site and va 

hava not identified radioactivity in the oCC-site 

environment. And ve make the statement in thie 

document that ve don't believa we'll eeo radioactivity 

oCC the Nevada Teet site or the Nallie Air Force Range 

et ell. 

We've 

Peopla hava queetione ebout . 
underground nuclear testing. 

trying to, or is very interested in negotiating and 

achieving a comprehensive Test Ban heety vhere we 

Preeident Clinton is 
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don't do any underground testing. 

consistent vith hie objective, we've created tvo 

ecenarioe for this dowment. The first in a 

no-tasting scenario vhere ve just maintain the 

capability to do that. The second scenario is, if the 

Preeident directs for vhatever national security 

raaeon that Ye do a test, we hava aMlyxed the conduct 

of an underground nuclear teet, ve've identified the 

impacts. 

document. And then the Sacretery soma time ago 

identified the fact that ve're going to conduct 

eubcrltlcal aero-yield teste. she iesued a prose 

release to that effect. 

In this document. 

and the environmental impact information that's 

contained in Chapter 5 .  

80 trying to be 

And that information 1s also in the 

Those tests are also anslyxed 

I nentioned the classified appendix 

One of the thinge we've tried to 

do in this document, is in Chapter 4, lay out the 

environmental baseline. What in the baseline for 

environmental impacts on the Nevada Test site today? 

And valve tried to present information in a way that 

people can look at historic activltias in the context 

of an anvironmantal baeeline and vhat ve have today. 

We knov we've conducted atmospheric tests. There i o  

none residual radioactivity on the Test site. We've 
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they are to tha surface, and the kind of radioactivity 

that remains. The framework we're trying to -- or the 
picture ve're trying to build here, ie that people are 

concerned about lov-level mate disposal. 

larqe volume of that material being diepcmed of. 

in tenus o f  the radioactive content, it does not 

compare to the remainder of the radiMctiVitY that's 

in the ground from underground nuclear testing. 

There is a 

But 

c 
I've mentioned that we've put 

information in thie E16 that talks about radioactivity 
in the groundvater. 

information by identifying the isotopes, the 

radioactive material itself, and tha quantity. We 

have declassified this information. It'e in tables in 

the document. People can look at that infonuation and 

analyxe for themselves vhat it is or vhat it 

represents. 

We've never before published 

Am YOU valk around and look at the 

displays that we have here, we've tried to create 

other ways to see data and information. This in a 3-D 

computer-generated picture of the Test Site, of Yucca 

Plat actually. 

surface of the groundvater as ve underetand it to 

look. This is the surface of the Teet Site, the 

mountain ranges. 

And thie kind of greenish thing is the 

And then the blus do- repruent 
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done safety testa Vhme we've conducted teste on the 

surfaca. 

remining from those activities. 

borehole tuta. M e n  we did the ploueure (ph) 

activltiu, we produced 8mA~ crater and a couple of 

other cratere like that. A M  we've done 1ov-love1 

waste disposal activities on the Teat Bite in eovera1 

diffamnt ways. 

vhere ve'vs excavated a trench and ve put material in 

it and cover it up. 

vhere more highly radioactive mtarial needs better 

containment, eo we have that kind of activity. And 

vhen we conduct an underground nuclear test and it 

creates a crater, vs've.uaad sons of those craters for 

disposal of lov-level mete as well. And then, of 

course, we've conducted underground nuclear testa. 

we've dona that above the groundvater. we've done it 

blov the groundvater. In a number of cases, ve've 

Conducted teste in the groundvater. 80 we've created 

information In this document that euuuaariree the 

quantity of radioactivity that relnains vithin about 

300 feet of the groundvater, either above it or bslov 

it. 

There is none residual radioactivity 

We've dons ohallov 

We have shallov trench dispoaale 

We've done ehallov boreholes 

There are tables in this docvnant 

that eumnsrise thaee categories of test& hov close 
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a i  
underground teste that have been conducted above the 

groundvater. The red dote repreeent those tests 

conducted in or belov it. 

So ve'vs put together all thin 

information and ve have a lot of vorda end a lot of 

data. M a t  doom it represent in terne of advsree 

impacrs? Nov, we eumnarlzad tha results of these 

analyeae by an altarnative. 

unavoidable adverse effects. And ve eunmsriied the 

impacts in t e r w  of vhat la going to be the impact 

into the future. Certainly, underground nuclear 

testing for each of the alternatives, the hietoric 

impact is something that's going to be there for a 

long time. And we've identified that and put 

information in the document about it. If ve did 

conduct an underground nuclear tent, which ve have the 
analysis for both Altarnative 1 and Alternative 3, 

that vould be another addition to the inpact. 
, 

rraining activities in the sense that they uee large 

arena, there le a land dieturbance and asewiated 

impactn related to that. That's a category of 

activitiee that happens under vork for others. 

W e  identify programs w i t h  

In Altarnative 1,  the underground 

nuclear tenting. the historic inpact remains. 

Alternative 1 ,  if you remember, is that one vhere we 
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close the Test Site. 

we know needa to be cleaned up, eo that the impact 

remaine of those contaminated conditions would poroiet 

into the future. 

We don't do any cleanup of what 

Alternative 3. There are a lot of 

activitieo that we addreoo in Alternative 3 and a lot 

or program. Again, if we conduct an underground 

nuclear test, that would be a Significant impact. The 

training activities, as we talked about in 

Alternative 1. When we talk about construction of a 

aolar power facility at any of thane solar Enterpriee 

Zona Sites, wa've identified the land disturbanco and 

aasooiated impacts would be significant in the eanse 

that they r w i r e  large areas of land. The land uee 

would be modified and there probably would ba visual 

inpacte as well from the faoilitiee that were 

constructed. 

For Alternatlvs 4. it does not 

include any defense-related activities, although it 

does include the solar Enterprise aone activitiee. 

And you end up in the sams place with the impacte in 

terms of land diaturbance and alteration of land use 

end vieual resourcee. 

We've also analyzed and summarized 

the oumulative impacts in this document. The 
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dsfined. I should point out, that at the saan t h  

that thie document.ie finished, the Rssource 

mnagement Plan will be an on-going procoos whore the 

publio can have an input into how we manage the Nevada 

Test site and ita resources in terms of Eoosystem 

mnagement and conslotent use of rsoourceo and 

facilities. 

And I etarted out this discussion 

by saying that we're very interested in publio 

oommente. And we've had four mnetings, thie ie tho 

fourth public meting. 

rooms. The information in this document ia in those 

reading rooms. 

give us comments in a lot of ways. Not only do we 

have these four public meetings that ws'vs already 

oonducted, we've scheduled three workshops; one in 

Tonopah, one in Caliente, end one in Boulder City 

during the month of April, where we hope to collect 

additional comments and feedback on the content of the 

document. 

We have 18 public raading 

We have opportunities for peopls to 

I mentioned that we can receive 

0omment.e in a lot of vaye. We can get oral aomente. 

We can get them tonight ne you present your comments. 

We have an 800 number. 

can write your comments to me. 

We have a regular number. You 

You can FAX them to 
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nuulative impacte not 5ust of what we've, or tho 

bpartnent proposes to do, but the impacte of our 

aotivitiee in concert.or in addition to thoee 

aCtiVith6 that ere conducted in southern Yevada or 

around our facilities. when you look et cumulative 

impacts from that point of view, the things we're 

proposing don't result in a significant contribution 
to the larger impacts, resulting from the expanding 

economy and growth in Southern Nevada. 

So I've aurmnarired in general what 

this document is, what it contains, and how it's 

built. What &e the next eteps for us in this 

procese? We're going to collect your oommente, we're 

going to look at them. 

document. We're going to issue a Final EIS. It will 

inolude how we addrese your commente. Thirty days 

after that or erne time longer than 30 days, we'll 

iooue a Record of Decision. 

what it is out of thie document, define those 

activities that we are going to conduct on the Nevada 

Test Site. If thoee activities have an environmental 

impaot end us can mitigate it, we'll issue a 

Mitigation Aotion Plan rollowing a Record of Decision. 

That layo out a process that commits the Department to 

aotivitiee that will mitigate whatever impacts ere 

we're going to modify tha 

The secretary will define 
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ua. We have an S-mil address. 

that electronically, you can get on the Internet and 

send un information. In the short term, we will have 

on the Navada ROW3 Page, the ~unmery thxument, ao 

people can l w k  at it from a computer point of view 

and be able to give us input from that point of view. 

IC you want to do 

Thle elide is a little old and 

out-of-date, but it shows you where ws've been and 

when we were there. We're in Las Vegas tonight. The 

other nesting I mentioned Thursday and Ridey of this 

week, the Disposition of Fissile Material E18 and the 

stockpile Stewardship and mnagement documents, we 

will be presenting joint meetings where you oan listen 

to them talk about their d o ~ ~ 8 n t S  and talk about the 

alternatives that may or M Y  not impact the Nevada 

Test site. 

And as I said at the beginning, 

the purpose of thie document and the purpoee of these 

meetings, is to help ue put together the information 
that ve need so we can continue to manage the Nevada 

Test site and its rsaources in the manner that 

addresses your concerns and those of the affected and 

interested individuals and agencies. 

And that'e the information I have 

And the way to tell you ebout what this document is. 
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we've etructurad this procaea tonight, we have a fav 

Eomente for -e general queetione about what I have 

m i d ,  than Ye're going to  take a break for a feu . 
minutes. 

ror people that want to give urn commntm, to come to 

the microphone and givs.ue your name a d  then qlve UP 

your comant.  80 I'm open for some eirple questions. 

Give un your naw,  too, when you do that. 

And then we'ra.golng to  have an opportunlty 

. . . . . e  
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PUBLIC HEARING 
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DIXIE CENTER CONVENTION FACILITIES 
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And I have some concerne with specifically an 

Alternative 3: Approximately 900,000 cubic meters of 

low-level waste and 250,000 cubic meter8 of mixed 

waste would be generated on and off the site in a 

ten-year period. This is a technical document and I'm 

not clear where thet'a coming from. But that concarns 

me a lot. I'd like to know where it's coming from, 

and why we have to have it, and is there any way to 

avoid it? 

I'm also concerned with . 
Alternative 4'6 impacts in geology and soils where it 

enye soil contamination and an increase in eroaion 

potential. 

what kind of activitiee are we going to do that does 

soil contamination7 In other words, this environment 

has already been beat to pieces. 

And particularly, the  soil contemination, 

I think that 
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Xm to franeoript Synbole analor Abbreviationa 

concerned with impact of additional trucking on our  

roads through our community. And we ere concerned 

Webeter's New Colleginte Dictions?;: 
in the exact words; word for word. 

"Verbatim -- 

3 

Dash: [ -- ] Indicates e eentenca not completed by 
apeaker . 

big concerne that we have is concern with 

transportation of any waste. And as you said, you're 

Dote: [ ... ] Indicates something wan Paid by the 
speaker, which, as spoken, in neither audible nor 
decipherable to the roportcr or from the taped 
cassette recording. 

4 

(ph) Indicates phonetic. 

to speak in favor of a combination of Alternative 3 

and Alternative 4. But going through the impaCtt, of 

(sic) 
is used to alert tho speakerlreader to an error in the 
record. 

Repreeente exactly a8 said by the speaker and 

Parenthesee: ( ) Words within parentheeae are 
reporter's explanatory comments. 

VOICE: Indlcates an unknown speaker. 

Uh-huh: Indicates affirmative answerl 

Huh-uh: Indicates negative (IflSWBTt 
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whatever we do that takes place there must consider 

the fact that we've got to stop destroying the earth 

and we've got to atop deetroying that plaM, 

specifically. 

think that Alternative 3 or 4 would be good in tarmP 

of this solar development you deacrlbed, because we 

haven't hand enough specifics about what it really 

is, eo how can we speak in favor or againot it? 

think we have to be really careful of that big 

picture, that we don't cause oureelvea more problans; 

and especially if we have -- if this study has any 
impact on future decieione about high-level nuclear 

weste being brought through this area or brought near 

there, I plead and I hope that us can do somethinq to 

atop that from happening. 

9 

It's a little hard to decide if we 

I 
lo 

But I 

Thank you. 

ELLE: We can talk about eome of your , 

comments or Questions later. And I guess I -- at some 
level, 1'11 uncomfortable just hearing a comment 

without responding, but I'd rather just collect,the 

comments and then we'll figure out what to do n&. 

Scott Priebrey. 

L1 
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a 
You w&rp not finish the first test that you started? 

very concerned about the effects on people. 

kind of concerned that youmay be more concerned about 

the turtles and their habitat then whet ue people had ' 

And I'm 

13 

before. We were drafted, in effect, into the * 

Hilitary's Testing Program; many of ue ne ohildran, 

without our knowledge or coneent. we have, many of 

ua, yet to even be acknowledged an being victime of 

thie testing program. 

I grew up in an area out in. 

Northeastern Utah, a place called Alta. Dr. Robert 

Penalton (ph) had three monitors set up within:three 

miles of my dad'e dairy. 

three hottest monitors in the state. 

those monitors were reading wan absolutely 

unbelievable. While this was being done, the 

Department of Energy was telling people, "This-i,~ 

safe. Thin won't hurt you. No reason to be concerned 

or worried." And yet, alter a ten-year incubation 

period, I heve thyroid cancer. I loet my.thyroid, 

parathyroid. I lost most of my lymph nodes. I lost 

all of my muscles from here to here; (Indicating) 

many, many operations; many, many thousands and 

thousands OS dollars OS surgical bills. I have been 

dieabled. 

Those were consistently the 

The anounta that 

The government refuses to even acknowledge 
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PRISBREY: ny main concern is the 

transportation end of the waste products through our 

Southern Utah area and through the Northern parts of 

Nevada. 

to seal the material in a type of a caek that is 

indeetructible but probably Would eolve the problem. 

But what you eee with our train accidents continually 

happening and truck accidente, but the traine -- all 
those traine have been burning now. And I hope that 

whatever they're providing to cause -- to taka care OS 

the problem neede to be really a good product. 

And I know that they're working on somathing 

Thank you. 

ELLB: Appreciate your comment. Dave 

Timothy. 

DAVE TIMOTHP 

TIMOTHY: I have had exteneive experience 

with the Department of Energy'e Tasting Program and 

how they work. 

anybody to have a concern about what happened. 

my interests with the DOE is, you startad these teste 

in the '50s. 

I believe that I'm as qualified as 

One of 

Don't you think that it would be fair to 
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that I might have been dnmaged. What about 

disability? What about compensation along with ' 

finishing tests? And we have a lot ol doctors, 

physicists, Ph.06 that can tell us what's going to go 

on and what's going to happen. 

officiale that'e been telling ua, "This won't bother 

you. This won't hurt you. Here's what we're goinq to 

do." And then years later, we find out that ien't 

We have government 

what wan done, and it did hurt Us, and it did damnqe 

ue. And it damaged the land. It had a lot of effect 

on a lot of people. Now, we're here to do a new 

program when the old one isn't even liniehed. Don't 

you think it would be fair to finieh some of the old 

things first? 

ELLE: Well, to the extent that I can 

enawer that question, I think we have tried to define 

what the existing baseline ie. I can't anewer your 

question about finishing tests that were done in the 

past. 

TIHOTHY: I'm concerned about these 

imaginary fencee the fallout doeen't go over, and that 

contamination can't escape from. We live in an area 

where there's wlnde. We have a lot of things. H w  

many people do you think are aware that each o t  those 

underground teste had a great big huge vent to it; 
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should be no further testing of any type relating to 

.nuclear at that Teat Site. I believe that that Test 

Site ehould be permanently closed an to any military 

nuclear-type testing. Okay7 I bellave that it should 

l6 
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That is sacred grounds for the Indians that wan taken 

from them. Part of that is their sacred burial 

grounds. 

done. I think that this ehould be rcturned bpck. We 

I think that there's been a lot of injustice 
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i a  
possibility Of shipping incidents. 

highway shipments of nuolear waste can be conpletoly 

diverted around St. George City, Washington County, 

and southern Utah on the newly proposed Interstate 66 

and Southern Corrider Highway and delivered to the 

Nevada Test Site on Interstate 66 and Completely 

Their propoeod 

~ 

21 

avoiding the Ian Vegan metropolitan region. 

Interstate 66 ie the proposed Ilst Century, six-lane, 

high-speed freeway to cross the Tranecontinental 

United States from coast-to-coast and not to cross or 

enter any metropolitan areas. Thie new Interstate 66 

will be built on the spine concept with traffic 

connecting to the mainline of the freeway with 

connector freeways froa the metropolitan arean.. 

The most physically challenging 

and critical section of the Interetate 66 is betwean 

the Virgin River gorge of 1-15 and St. George, Utah 

and Page, Arizona. If this section is built first, 

then the nuclear waste shipments would be routed 

around St. George to the south and avoid the 

St. George City area altogethsr. If ths nuclear 

dapoeitory (sic) is created in Southern Nevada, then 

the highway to transport the vaste through 

Washington County ehould be built first. 

our -- my main position le of the 
Bechtel Nevada 
Reporting Services 
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Hzte: The n e e  pereon waci Paul Bevan. 

PAUL BKVAB 

BEVAN: ny name is Paul Bevan f r m  

St. George, Utah. My aubjed is addressed mainly to 

the transportation of the heavily impacted area that 

we live. And to be concise and briof, I'd just like 

to rand this etatament which I'll then submit to you. 

*A safe highway route around St. George, Utah, for 

nuclear vaste shipments on Interstate 66 and lt could 

2o I even be Antelcx fph) type of heavy t N c k  traffic. The 

. attached map of the USA shows the proposed interstate 

highway routee for shipping nuclear waste to the 

southarn Nevada proposed nuclear vasta repoeitory an 

printed in the Salt Lake Tribune. nore than one-half 

of a l l  North American nuclear waste is to be shipped 

through the cantar of Cedar City and St. George. Utah. 

Interstate 15 is ovsrcrowded in these cities and thare 

is a high rate of heavy-tNck and semi-truck Vracke, 

especially in the virgin River gorge portion of 

Intermtate 1 5 .  The state of Nevada and Las Vegan City 

is planning to build railroad systems to divert the 

rail shipments of nuclear waste completely around tho 

north or the u s  vegaa region to diminish the 

Bechtel Nevada 
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very attractive life-style that t h o  mountain statom 

and especially southern Utah offere to people. 

believe with good planning and execution, we cnn 

preserve that a-way-of-life and still accommodate t h o  

necessary activities o f  modern civilization. 

I 

Thank you. 

KLL8: Thanks. The next person is Phil 

Peterson. 

PETERSON: My main concerns are, an I 

listen to you tonight, I hear much of what I read that 

went on in the past; that being that deciaione have 

somawhat already been made. I find it interesting of 

your comment in regards to bast judgment. 

interesting in your comment that, number two, closing 

the Test site is basically a nonalternative. I think 

also that is somewhat of a misstated alternative In 

the fact that what aany of the comments were in the 

prior meetings here was to close the Test site and to 

clean.it up. 

it, leaving as is. I don't think that was the 

alternative that we presented at that time. 

I find it 

Your Number 2 is talking about cloninq 

I, like the other gentlaman, find 
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it quite interesting that there io still in 

Alternative Il ,  a nonrecognition of the Cactor that 
the underground testing is still a risk tc the piople 

here, not just the turtles. I rind it intaresting 

24 

also am ofrandad by the recognition -- or 
nonrecognition oC the government to tha lagithate 

rights of the Native Americans of that area. An to 

the fact that ground vas stolen from them for that, 

and now your comment's baing that even though they 

have made items within your EIS, you don't knoy how 

you're going to reconcile thaml which to ma says ve're 

not. Those Native Indians have b a n  totally ignored, 

and I see in the commOnts that are made tonight, they 

still vi11 be. 
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vagne? 

W: Yes. 

-: Well, that Would be all right 

i f  we could keap the thing in Ids Vegan, but 

unfortunately, it has apilled over here. Have you 

ever baen in an atomic  bo^^& blast? 

-E: no. 

cLmmSLL: I have. You ought to try it 

some tima. I'll tell you, I find it most 

objectionable. In fact, I find the vhole Departmant 

OC Energy Objectionable in the things that they have 

done in tha past. 

full of people that they have -- I'm sorry, thie makes 

ms a little nervous., But there's graveyards full of 

people; that Ccr no reason at all, other than M e  fact 

that they happen to ba out at the tima, that they vare 

not varned that those tests vera going to occur, are 

thare. In Nuenberg, the Nazis vera tried and Cor var 

crimes. And yet, you have genocide here and all 

throughout the United states and slsevhere. I was -- 
my -- I happen to be on a ship at the time out in the 
south Pacicic. 

People are -- there's graveyards 

I 
Now, you're vanting to -- I 

underatand you're wanting to transport this radiation 

through this area. My proposal is, sir, that you 
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PICKWID 

CUTHRELL: First of all, may I ask a 

couple of questions? Where are you Crom, sir? 

ELLE: L a m  Vegas. 

Cwriir~ELL: Las Vegan. You live in L a m  
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donreire the vhole Department oC Energy and turn it to 

oblivion. And I ' m  trying to hold back my dioguot, 

eir. 

E-: Thank you. Lloyd Cannon. 

Another brother out there with us, 

he lost a child. 

I buried my youngest brothar from radiation, from lung 

cancer. And I buried my wife in '85 of cancar. From 

driving CAT, I've got burns here on my neck to provn 

it. And I've got a apot here that has been cheakd by 

the Mayo Clinic in mivarsity of Utah. There's a lump 

there, and onca in a vhile it gets so bad that I can't 

toucb my face. They can't do nothin' about it and 

ron't let tham. 

vhat we have, thie radiation and stuCC we're kind of 

throuing on to people here in the Southern part or 

Utah. Like I say, thare -- they say thare's a 

distinction or the turtle stuff, I guess the boab 

etufi killed more turtles than -- our animals and 

stuff rather than anything else. 

A i m  vir. vas pregnant and uno born. 

So it's a sad situation vhen you see 

And also, ve had a farm d n m  where 

the Bloomington is that vam called Price Banks (ph), 

wa had a dairy herd dovn there. And we'd get up in 

the morning and watch this clqud or dust come in. 

I've saen the cattle that we've had literally out in 

the pasture, their hair has been eaten and cam up 

clser up to their knaae from radiation stuff. And 

they've told UB not to ehip the milk, to d u p  the m i l k  

for a month and atuff. rnin is what we had to contend 

And 

Bechtel Navada 
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CANNON: I'm Lloyd Cannon. I was born 

and raised hare in southern Utah. 

when I oome back from the Korean War. 

job of drlvIng CAT (ph). 

going around vith the Geiger counters and hot spots, 

and mine vas right in the middle of the radiation lrom 

I was a young man 

I took up the 

And there's a lot cf guys 

vhera the bombs sat off. And we one time was vorking 

out above Pioche, Nevada, and there vae eight oC us at 

one time; and they set a bomb off 11 o'clock in the 

morning end the sun vas so bright. 

only three OC us left from out there. 

vith a decayed hip. 

Cine now. And the Yoman who was,out there, she wao 

pregnant when this bomb vent occ. I'm telling you, 

And there vera 

Hy son was born 

Bone vas decaying but he's doing 

it's hard to see this little child, ahe'a still -- 
thie has baen -- this vas in '59 and the baby Is still 

moving. 

to .see what this has done. 

It's deformed and it makes your hanrt ache 
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with. 

vould have been okay, but they'd never tell un thin. 

And a lot of ue vould coma out, and ve thought it van 

great to get up enrly In the morning to nee the big 

flash. It's heart-breaking to nee friendn that we've 

loet here in the  Southern part of Utah. 

If they had cone out and told ue the truth, it 

Thank you. 

ELLB: The laet one I have le Claudia 

Petereon. 

(NO LxuQ(wT FllClll CUUDIA PBTERSON) 

ELLB: woll, doee anyone else vant to 

make a final comnmnt? 

n w  what can we do to eolve thnm? And I think this 

needs to be examined an to find out vhat contamination 

we do have left on the  site, m a t  might bn returned 

mnybe to the stntee or other nreae. 

WVI'IT: I vaen't hnre for your 

introduction. tfy name in Lloyd Leavitt. I'm a native 

here of 6t. George. I haven't been hare too many 

yearo, retired, but.1 have been out in Nevada for 40 

yeare vorking in a large ammunition depo north of 

Hugh (ph) et the Havthorne (ph) for 40 yearn. And I 

think I did the first experimental bombing vith live 

bombs to tent to nee vhat efrecte that would have on 

the dnm, Boulder Dam at that tine; tvo yearn prior to 

' I1 before they etarted the actual tenting. 
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But anyvay, my main purpose here 

or my thoughtn are, I have nade many tripe to the 

Nevada Tent Site. I have h e n  dovn in the mine. I've 

been d w n  in the tunneln. I've eenn vhnre they've 

made the blaetn. I have neem the subnldent cratmro 

and the other blante and the contaminated arnao. And 

I realize thie in a hiqhly controvereial and nmotional 

thing thet we're dealing with here at thin t h .  

Hwever, my pereonel opinion, and I realize and I 

think that many injunticnn poeeibly may have taken 

place earlier. 

fnv yearn ago. 

*If ve knev vhat we knov n w ,  we vouldn't have done 

the thinge that ve did'early in the program, thnt re 

learned f r m  frop our mietaken.. Rather than going on 

too long vith thin. my point in t h i n :  This Is 1996. 

Whatever damage that hae been done, has been done. 

And for many people, it's very Bad. Rwever, I think 

ve ehould pick up and stand up and realize vharo w 

are today. In other wordn, vhat I've h e n  hearinq, 

and I cam in late, ell I've heard van, you ~MV, tho 

past and all the bad thinga we've done. But what are 

we going to do in the future? 

tbink ve have to look at. we all knov -- ve pretty 

vel1 knov vhat the hietory Le of the pant. 

I knev of 8arnnley. your,Diroctor, a 

And he naid to me one tine, he said. 

Thie is the thing I 

And vn 
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had more inteneive geological etudieo then vhat the 
Dnpartment of D ~ D  hae put out In that area. 

water table In eo l w  and moves eo elov, that it's 

vorne contamination r r m  anything from a etorage area. 

I don't nee where thin vould bn a problem, becauee 

the lack of rain fall and the surface vat- veuld 

never qet to a point vhnre it vould qet beyond the 

valid. Prom that atandpoint. And aleo. it'n 

ieolated. It's one of the most isolated points in the 

United Statnn. And in that condition, inanmuch an 

ve're putting thie vaete into the evimninq poolo and 

keep building then bigger nnd bigqer and biggar at 

every energy etation that we have throughout tho 

United Gtatee, it's getting almoat impoeeible. We'VO 

got to do eomething noon to do something with thio 

material. 

deponit it nnd put it in there. 

politically, that you're going to get hit from ovary 

eide. 

And the 

And I think thnt would be a good placa to 

I realixe, 

I've ale0 eeen e w e  of your 

I hear s lot experiments concerning traneportation. 

of vorde about trannportation and the haxarde in 

transportation. 

have nhovn me, eo all I have Been is tra ins  bninq 

rushed into a eolid Val1 vi th  tanke and the trucks; 

I -- all I've naen is vhat you people 

Bechtel Nevada 
Faporting Services 

Pages 18-21 



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRC 

1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

0 

7 

8 

8 

10 

11 

12 

i a  

14 

16 

18 

17 

18 

19 

7.0 

I 1  

22 

21 

14 

1 

1 

2 

I 

4 

6 

e 

7 

8 

S 

10 

11 

I1 

i a  

14 

16 

10 

11 

18 

18 

7.0 

21 

22 

2l 

24 

1 - 

radio controls going at 70 miles-an-hour, hitting a 

8011d rock Val1 vith thee8 containere. And from the 

evidence that you ehwed me, and of couree, that's the 

Only evidence we have, that it haan't been dons by, a8 

far aa I know, from an outaid8 agency. It may have 

been done, I don't knw. but I haven't aean that. so 

the.on1y evidance I have eeen, it shows that it would 

be safe with traneportation. NOW, you go to great 

extanta in moving thie material through the area; 

hanver, I think a lot of euggeatione here were 

vise. 

that haa concerned many people, that it could be 

routed down through Pioche or Ely or something down in 

that area, vhere it could come d m  from the north and 

enter the area without going through any great 

metropolitan area. I think there are routae 

throughout the United States that that could be 

achiaved. 

I 

I think there are eome routes through Nevada 

' 

I guess baaically that's all I 

have to say. 

I'm taking a history claea here. 

studying this in quite detail. 

collaga atudenta and adults, vho have experienced the 

bomb during that bombing period, and the young people 

vbo are going to echo01 n w  just learning it from 

I'm taking a group down thie veekend. 

We just got through 

This vill include both 
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for one, i f  I could vote on it, I would vote to ehut 

the unit down. 

life that should go on, vhen re begin jeopardizing it 

vith elements that ve really don't know the fullest 

extant of, and haven't known for the last 4s years, I 

think it would be better oLf to he left alone. Thank 

And I think that in the prospect of 
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ordaring the text books. So from that etandpoint. I 

think they'll find it vary interesting this veakond. 

Any other formal coamenta people ELLE: 

want to make? 

(NO OTHER CoxIlENTS WERE ADDRESSED) 

ELLE: Well, un1888 my staff dOOid88 to 

object, I think we can entertain some mora questions, 

if we want to do that. 

(QUESTION AND AHGWER PERIOD - OFF THE RECORD) 
(PUBLIC CONHENT PE+IOD - BACK ON THE RECORD) 

PREFlwIcH: I really believe that the 

idea of bringing even the low-level waste acroas our 

highways, and bringing more and more contamination to 

that area, is unconacionable. M d  I want to add that 

to my Oomnenta about that. 

unacceptabla. 

It ia abeolutely 

ELLE: We'll do that. 

STXVF.NSON: Thie is the first time I have 

had the opportunity to be praeent in an open masting 
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PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT 2 

THIS VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT CONSTITUTES 

THE OFFICIAL RECORD OF THE 

NEVADA TEST SITE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
' PUBLIC HEARING 

(QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD) 
and 

(PUBLIC COMMENTS) 

Held at the 

BOB RUUD COMMUNITY CENTER 
Pahrump, Nevada 

on 

March 13, 1996 
Beginning at 

6:40 p.m. 

REPORTED BY: Lana Stewart 
Senior Verbatim Reporter 
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Webster'n New Collegiate Dictionary: 
in thn exact words; word for word.. 

"Verbatim -- 

Dashi [ -- ] Indicaten n sentence not c q l e t e d  by 
npeaker. 

Dots: [ ... ] Indicates nomething wan said by the 
sposJrer, which, as spoken, in neither audible nor 
declpherable to the reporter or from the taped 
caesetts rncording. 

(ph) Indicates phonetic. 

(eic) 
ie used to n l o r t  the npsakerlreader to an error in the 
record. 

Reprnsentn exactly an said by the speaker and 

Parentheses: ( ) Words within parentheses are 
reporter's explanatory comments. 

VOICE: Indicates an unknown speaker. 

Dh-huh: Indicates affirmative anewer. 

H u h - u h :  Indicates negative answer. 
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p m U H P  NEVADA, HARCN 13, 1996, 6:4O P.U. 

BALLY D m I n  

DEVLIN: Uy name is Sally Devlin. And 

I'd like very much if you'd put the map, the one 

corresponding to'that, up again. I want nverybady In 

the room to take a good look at that, because if 

you'll notice, Pahrump is not on it. And this is vhat 

I'm going to speak about, becnuse three of your plenn 

on the NTS E16 are on bringing the waste throuqh 

Pahrump. And you have, and I say it over and over 

again, that you do not tell the public that a1l.of 

thin in in Nye county, Nevada. 60 I am reprimanding 

you. 

. 

The other one is, I want the onen 

with the numbere of the radiation rink. Dr. Elle 

known that they've taught me, all theno yearn, how to 

read these numbare. 

Plutonium a41 on Pahutn Item. And you sen that 9.00 

times 10 to the 4. That means you're dead. When you 

ne8 numbers like 1 to the la, that'e not so bad; hut 

the 7 to the 16, and no on. Uy friend, Dr. Chesnut 

+nd I am referring to Humbar 
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s 
from Livsrmora, who did the wonderful msthamdtlcn on 

bringing up the oil from Texan, taught m e  how to read 

these things. 

these numbere a hundred times. 

that don't understand these numbers, just you nns 8 .  

9; and lo you never nee, becauee you're nlrnady dead. 

Remember whnt thsy mean, the lownr the number, thn 

nnfer. 

friend my periodic teble and found out there are three 

more elementn added to it. I just had 103 and now 

And I read 36 bookn on them and seen 

So for those OC you 

And most people don't know it. I j u s t  gave a 

there are 106. Quit it, guye. 

E m :  One of the thingn I tried to say, 

in that those are big numbers. 

radioactivity in the subsurface envirobsnt. 

the thingn that we've tried to characterize in  this 

document, is that it's going to stay there. Itie not 

acceeeibln to people. And the groundwater transport 

proceeees that we think we understand would indicate 

that it's going to stay there. 

groundwater around the Test site, around the Nellis 

Air Force Range, we have never eeen any radioactivity 

There in a lot of 

On6 of 

We monitor the 

connected with activities on the Tent Site. And we've 

tried to make the statement in this document in a way 

that people can understand it, that we expect it to 

stay that way. 
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Vellsy near Boulder City. 

directed into Nye county, that's where the real Test 

Site is. I 

don't know why those three other areas -- I think one 
OK ie Coyote Springs and some other place -- were even 
mentioned in this. 

about the process. 

I think that joba ehould be 

It'e not some place out by Boulder City. 

That's a question which I have 

DEVLIN: 

ELLE: Okay. I also do want to say that . 

We'll get into monitoring latar. 

Nye county le a.cooperating agency, so to the extent 

that that la a unique step for the Department, we do 

recognize Nys County's role both historically and 

today in the future OK the Nevada Test Site. And 

we're very intereatad in making sure that the 

residents and the people in Nye County are aware OK 

what we're doing. That's why we're here. 

HUDLOWl I got a kick Out of UfAiIIg the 

tern groundwater traneport. 

I'm Grant Hudlow. 

radionuclides has only been known for the last 

11 yeara. 

I read hie paper two years ago and it took me 

30 minutes to Kigure out what he was saying at all. 

Those or us that are in chemistry seem to have a 

I'm a chemical engineer. 

And the transport mechanism KOr 

And the diecovery was made by a Canadian. 

1 
problem With that sort OK thing. 

mechanism is colloids. And we had an example of it at 

Cochitl Lake several yearn ego where LQs Alamoe buriad 

some radioactivity to see what it would do. 

The transport 

And the 

next time they saw it, it was in the fish on Cochiti 

Bechtel Nevada 
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Lake and very, very quickly. It may be t N e  the 

tritium won't get off of the Test Site bacause or its 

short hali-lire, but everything elen will. The Yucca 

Hountain studies, they Kinally admitted that it would 

take about 1,000 years to get all that s t w  oiK the 

Test Site. 

That assumed a dry mountain. When they found the 

ponds, they shut the operation down and didn't 

complete the analysis. 

opinion is on that now. 

critical because all that stuKK le going into our 

groundwater, and it may take 1,000 years, as they 

aaid, or it may be eomewhat lese than that. 

And that was beKOre they round the ponds. 

So I don't know what their 

But the monitoring la 

ELLB: Well, I agree the monitoring is 

critical and it ie one OK the activities that We'll 

continue into the Kuture. 

9RBD DEXTER 

DEXTER: Ky name is Fred Dexter. Hy 

concern is with the employment opportunities at the 

Nevada Teat Site proper. And I speak OK the Nevada 

Test Site proper to separate it Krom the three Other 
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the state or Rhoda Island. 

up of the nits itselK is an industry. 

going to bn 16,000 jobs generated in Lam Vegas by a 

Kew casinos. IK you generatad 1,600 jobs, which I 

don't think ie improbable) that's just a guess, hiring 

people to olean up that site. I Mink that would 

I also think that cleaning 

Maybe there's 

5 

beneeit Nye County and Pahrump. And I don't think La5 

Vegas needs any mora jobs. 

Thank you. 

ELLB: Appreciate your oommsnt. But you 

were right at the beginning OK your comment, M a t  we 

have analyzed the economic conditions based on those 

Kour alternatives and the workers, the kinds OK 

workload that would ba there for people to look at. 

That inKOmation is in there. 

BALLY DEVLXN 

DEVLIN: Thank you very much, DI'. Ella 

and everybody Kor corning down to Pahrump. 

that some OK our politicians aren't here to greet you. 

And we have some other friends iron Amarqosa here who 

are interssted. and we want to welcome you, and be 

happy that it didn't snow over the pass, because it 

was closed last night. 

I'm eorry 
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My name in Sally Dnvlin. ~ n d  I 

just want to anewnr this gentlnman. 

nnximum 9.100 employed at the Tent site, e it is 
d m  to 1,600 now, and it will go d o m  lowar. 

They had the 

Eronpt, 

that my frlende thnt work out thera are vorkinq six 

days a week, tnn-hour shifts, so eomethinq is qoinq 

on. And I thlnk it's interesting for you to know 

that. I don't know what they're doing. Am far am the 

eolar gone, I hope they do nome eolar out there. But 

that'e the numbere. And Dr .  Burn. wan at the rn 
meetinq and he enid they're going to fire anothu 

400. So who knows what's going on. 

My name le Sally Devlin and I live 

~ home Is 30 milee frem the Tent in Pahrump, Nevada. 

Site and SO miles from Yucca Mountain. Both are 

located totally in Nye County, Nevada. The federal 

government m e  approximately 93 percent of Nye 

County. And we are the third largest county in the 

United States. It'e not in my report, but the Fade 

om 07 percant of the state of Nevada. Years ago, 

when I became interested in the tramportation 

etudies, it wan bnoause there wan a planned railroad 

to come through Pahrump. 

On Page 8-2 of the Draft 81s on 

NTS and off-eite locatione in the etate of Nevada, ie 
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may or may not go to WIPP. If there is no WIPP, will 

NTS get another S,ooo-gallon drums of transuranic 

waete? From the recently declaeeified DoD report, the 

9 

12 

l 3  

ia 

cyanide, propane, gaeolina, and other harardous 

materials travel thin congested Road 160 at all 

time. 

Indian Springe Prison. 

hasardous waete epill. Lieten to the tapn and read 

the tranecrlpt from the Nwrm Sociolcqical Meeting 

last epring. 

Under Alternate 3 ,  Page 3-31  of the sruprpary, in at 

90.000 cubic metera of LLU and ILWW, would be storad 

at the Tent site. 

etatee that it will be one million, a hundred and 

fifty-Kour, nine sixty-three cubic yards of the waete. 

And it would come through with a potentiel; and these 

are your numbers, 24 million. 264 thounend, 796 &io 

yarde over in the nnxt 7 s  years. I didn't put in for 

five yearn, you do want to pay Nye county 30 million. 

That's a pittance. 

I gave a woret cane ecenario on a epill at 

That's on 95 with tho 

It could be a real prophetic tragady. 

me Transportation Study on 1-14 

On pages 3 through 30 through 40 

of the Transportation EIS, there are bar grapho; NV-6 

which parallel 160. Among the highest of every 

fatality riek from traffic Katalities to 

radiation-induced cancer rieka, and the higheot on 

hazardous index rink. If an accident happenad on 91, 

the only access would be on 160 through Pahrump. 

NTS currently etores 1,500 

Mountain and 150 at NTS. Thnre eeem to be no viable 

plane for railroads coming to the  Teat Site iron three 

directiom. The federal government neems to have 

nbeolutely no interest In our demographics. 

unincorporated town with no nnp of the boundaries, as 

they have never been eurveyed by a licensed eurveyor 

with a stamp, in an large an five eastern states. 

our 

Bnchtel Havada 
Reporting servicea 

Volume 3 2HT-2 

IONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

1 

i 

1 

4 

I 

4 

1 

I 

s 

11 

11 

12 

12 

14 

11 

11 

11 

18 

11 

8 

21 

u 
u 
24 

7.8 

11 

a map of the state and the NTS. 

Hlghvay 160, which goes f r w  Lon Vngas, Clark County; 

through Pahrump, Nye county. This highway parallele 

Highway 95, which goes from Clark County, Nye County 

where NTS is locatad. S o m l l h o v ,  in t h i n  Draft EIS, 

Volum 1, Appnndix 1, haneportation Study, on 

Pagee 3-18, 3-10, end 3-21, aro maps ueing Highway 160 

to transport waete. Thee8 routen are mappnd on 

Page 2-15 .  The rieke fun on NV-5, NV-7, and NV-9, and 

others. Cominq over from 1-15 to 160, Clark County, 

is two lanee. Over tho pans at Mountain sprinqe, 

which is approximately 5.500 feet and elternatea three 

lane. for a distance. Another 40 miles, 16 of which 

ara in w e  County, are'all two Innee, except for 

16 milee through the center OK t m ;  which will bs 

Deleted ie 

short-lane once conetruction le completed. Another 

40 milea on 160 le two lanee, and then the highway 

connects with 95, which hae four lanee to the NTS. 

"he 90 or 00 miles on 160 hae no auxiliary roads. 

have a few paid firmen and our 55-member volunteer 

group. We deaperately need WU funds to train and I equip our firun. Ids Vegan recently had 70 to 75 

We 

trained in Maryland for a week. 

ignored. 

We ware totally 

Liquid nitrogen, an well an liquid 
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Uranium 235 were really to go critical, what would 

happen? This has been going on for 50 years and the 

I 
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report. 

to be clarified that that kind of a thing should not 

exist at Hanford and it needs to be remediated and it 

does not need to be transportad here. 

So I just wanted to point out that that need6 

. 16 

amusad. .But it didn't go any place. The bureaucracy 

finally hae admitted that these processes exist. 

They've also said that the government scientists 

cannot put them into production. And ol courae not, 

they are not designed to put things into production; 

soientiste discover things. 

that know how to put things into production, and I'm 

one ol those people. 

There are very f e w  of us 

The thing that I would like to 

suggeat in your study, is that you shift your 

emphasis. There is no euch thing anynore as waste 

disposal. It's an impossibility. The colloide that I 

mentioned earlier make that impossible to dispose of 

waete. 

traneform it in some way or another, so that it either 

becomes useful or it becomes benign; one or the other. 

So that makes the whole transportation issue that 

Sally was talking about really a moot qUeEtiOn. 

would you transport something all over the Country 

when you have to deactivate it, transform it, some way 

anyway; why would you take the riek to transport 

something like that all across the COuntIY? 

We have to do something to react the Waste, 

Why 

' 

Sally also mentioned Hanford, and 
2o I 

we need to learn lron what went on up there. I have a 

friend who came within e f e w  minutes of getting killed 

18 
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these dangerous elements? 

radioactive waste; and yet, the federal government 

wants to put it all here. 

all of US who haye been studying radiobiolopy, that 

radiation can destroy our future generatione. Wa must 

stop this nonsense for the preservation or the nation. 
As a stakeholder, and everybbdy that's here is a 

stakeholder, should know thie, vel1 have absolutely no 

say about any of thin. 

the people ol this nation and the world about how 

dangerous these plane are. Please, Hr. President, 

stop it. And thank you for your time. 

Nevada produces no 

The government knows. as do 

Information must get to all 

HUDLOW: 11m Grant Hudlow, also from 

Pahrunp. I'm the CEO or Allied science, Incorporated. 

What we do, is we clean up environmental messes and we 

try to prevent environmental messes. so far, our work 

has been in the biomes; traah, tires, that sort of 

thing. About IS years ago, I got involved with Sandia 

in the reaction that can clean up the actinides, tha 

long-lived radioactive waste. 

little while ago, I built a small one of thee6 

reactors in my backyard and the neighbors vere not 

And as I mentioned a 
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punping thinge from tank to tank to tank, vhich is 

extremely dangeroue. Because if they ever allow it to 

nettle out, it w i l l  go critical, go through the bottom 

OC the tank and d m  into the earth. And that'e the 

reaeon that they have that kind OC a meee up thera 

nw. So we need to learn from what'e gone on before 

and bring that etufC out in the open end net up 

eyetone eo that we don't have to go through a l l  or 

that again. 

And one of the t e r m  you ueod wan 

current practices and beet proceduree. 

current practices have been covered up. 

of tha Cold War. they were all claeeified and,they 

could be hidden; whether they had anything to do w i t h  

the military or not. And we need to open that up, and 

I applaud the little bit that'e been opnned up here eo 

far. 

And the 

And becauso 

The other facte that ere miesing 

in hare, as I mentioned, Yucca nountain. The studies 

at Yucco Hountain were quite a no0 Cor quite e while. 

And finally, there in some really important facto that 

came out about how etuff movee underground, even in 

solid rock, euppoeedly solid rock. And that all mod. 

to be in your report in the form OC facte and Cigurea. 

Having, whet in it, 300 million curine underground in 

!2 

23 
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the groundwater and everything else, and than etatlng 

that it'e not going to m v e ,  you know, don't you have 

children, don't you have grandchildren? 

expect anybody to live within a few thousand milee or 

that place? You know, that kind OC thing needs to be 

Don't you 

gW%i Thank you for thoso comonta. 

.la99 JI(PIIIWQ8 

JBNHINCS: I'm a eenior and I am trom 

PahNmp, and among the  group of houeee bufcering or 

oloeeet in thin Pahrump area to the Tent Sit.. 

think that my w i f e  hae some kind of a radiation 

eituation. And I have talked to Dr. Levazera (ph) 

about it and she's under medioation. 

personal to me becauee morning, noon, and night, I'm 

thinking of Tent Site or private -- thie poeeible 

private eource of radiation emanating from that 

direotion. I ' m  a member of a prose group, Pereonal 

Publishers, and a former official editor OC a group 

which enrolled Thomae Edieon, whose name in the 

eciencee in well Pixed. 

Colunbia College, a science A student, among a group 

of a half a dozen who were privileged by Dr. John R. 

Dunning to conduct the cyclotron in the baeemnt of 

BuCene (ph) Laboratories of Columbia Univereityf the 

I 

So t h i n  in very 

And I also happened to be at ' 

testa that led to the Manhattan Project. 

why Wanhattan got ite name attached to it wan because 

of the pioneer work being done there. 

i n  background, the photographs Of the building OC the 

And in fact, 

And I aldo had, 
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Hoover Dam shoving me an a youngster in churq ochool. 

And the mother OC the chief hondo building the dam, 

Rank Crow, had supplied her with theee blown-up 

ptiotographe of the progreee an it became along rather 

rapidly. In fact, I think thay were a year or eo 

ahead of echedule in finishing there. And it wan 

notable work in developing our deeert here. M d  I 

Oertahly hope that Nye County, an Sally Devlin hoe 

pointed out, it's not only larger than many statee, 

our erea of county, but it in aleo close to CallCornia 

which is the chief port nearby Cor the Pacific rimming 

in having a world view of the eituation. 

couree, of an internet to our economy, the matter of' 

attracting people to the me Vegan area. 

And of 

We do have the poeslbility of a 

good science mueeum, and that le a key note OC the 

county Commieeioner Chairman Cameron HeRae In hie 

reporting on hie dealings with the government on the 

land situation in general, that there ha8 been an 

indication that a good acience mueeum will be part of 

the tourist attraction that we can make here. And I 

believe that'the matter should be addressed by the 

authorities of the Department for the general 

understanding of the public, and I think the world wan 

mentioned. But I take exception. I was going to say 
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just briefly, amen to Sally here. But I know the 

previous speaker eaid something about impossible, to 

go 10,000 years into the future, as some of the 

studies are. I think that ve should have some 

expectation that on the upward curve, we are going to 

find that there is a development, human potential can 

realixe great things. We have great things in the 

past and it von't stop. 

I'm hoping that the studies, Without any rebble 

I think ve're on the up. So 

rousing to put them dovn, it may be pursued and Ye can 

maks it possible. And I come immediately. I've been 

hare s ix  years from the -- vhera there's a tug Of var, 

our two possible presidential candidates. 

Arkansas River 1s on the South. 

wa have nr. Dole in the area of Wichita. They call it 

the Kansas River. 

ve're going to have a lot of further developments of 

the personalities of it. But if on the socioeconomic 

point, vhich I chose to make a comment on, ve can 

addrees the larger vlev of the problem. Hy best -- I 
chellenge you, my paper that I edited, is called the 

Counter Design. We hold the challenge of a mighty 

line, cod grant ue grace to give the counter sign. 

And may you bs privileged to offer it to us. 

The 

And up i n  the North, 

So I think with that disagreeaent, 
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and they're speaking or themselves; the people of 

Amargosa Valley and the people of Nya County and the 

people anywhere on the route. The people of Amargosa 

themeolves are anywhere from 10 to 10 miles away from 

Yucca Mountain; and that's dovnhill, dovn floodplain, 

dovnstream. And our first concerns aren't vith hov 

many job8 it's going to create or how much money it'a 

going to bring to our valley, as our county is very 

concerned about hov much money it's going to bring 

16 I them. Our concerns are more for human lives and our 

health. And we don't trust the federal government, ve 

don't trust the stata government, and ve definitely 

don't trust the county government to give us an honest 

evaluation of the Test site or of the nuclear waste 

And that's our biggest concern, is our trust I dump* 
for the government in all its forms. 

so speaking rrom the e,wperience in 
the paat that ve've had vith the federal gOVOImIUOnt 

and the state on different circumstences eurrounding 

the Test site and the waste dumps, the lOV-leVel 

nuclear vaete dump. In the ' 708 .  they had a problem 

with personnel. The pereonnal took tho csment mixer 

and the cement that they vere supposad to solidify the 

nuclear vaste with before they put it in the ground, 

to make it more safe 80 it doesn't kind of flow out 
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Thank you. 

ELLE: Thank YOU very much. 

TEBODRB JOEU 

JOHW: I'm Thomas John, I'm a geologist 

out of Baatty, Nevada. M d  I'd like to mako a Comment 

on alternate use at the Nevada Test Site. Host of the 

recent discussion has to deal vith the solar 

Enterprise Zone. I n  the Nevada Test site, there are 

at least three known areas of mineralization that had 

been worked prior to the Nevada Test site in the 1800s 

all the way up through the 1930s. And I vould like to 

see some more investigation done tovarde mineral 

exploration and possibly the mining activity within 

the Test Site. 

14 

Thank you. 

JWEB WIB1 

QUIRK: I em James *irk from Amargosa 

Valley. 

I wante to say tonight, but I'll ving it. There'e 

about 1,200 people in Amargosa that'e very concarned 

about the impact of the vaste dump on the environment, 

And I didn't get prepared completoly for what 
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into the soil. 

to loon1 citirsne of Baatty. And they took t h e  cement 

over there and built slabs an4 other things. And they 

And they decided to contract it out 

just poured the liquid vaste into the ground. So 

right now, the liquid waste is leaching out into the 

soil and into t h e  vatar supply, and it Will Boon bs 

flowing through Amargoss and ve'll have to contsnd 

vith that. Now, we might get the story from the 

government that it's moving an inch per avary 30 years 

and we may never sea it until the year 2070 or 3099, 

but I don't believe it. 

The same thing happened a t  the 

Test Site. They thought -- the ecientista bslieved 
that vhen those explosicne underground happennd, that 

they vould form this big glans ball around everything 

and keep ell the vaete contained ineide this glass 

ball. Well, the glass ball broke and stuff is 

leaching OUt into the Soil, then it V i 1 1  be 

hundreds and hundreds of years before it gate to any 

humans is the story; but it's out there. So anyvay, 

that's our concern, so thank you. 

( P O W  MEETING ADJOURNED AT 7:30 P.M.) 

. . . . e .  
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KEY to mmnsoript Bysbolm andlor Abbreviationm 
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Webster's New Collegiate DictlOnarY: *Verbatim -- 
in the exact words; word for word." 

ieotopes left from underground testing close to the 

water table. M y  is it segmented into those on 

Pnhute Ussa and those that are off Pahuta Uesa? And 

con you describe specifically uhat is defined as 

Pahute Mesa; which boundsriee, what area? 

mLE: Pahute nesa le the north end of 

t h e  Test Site, and the secondary is Yucca Plate where 

we've conduoted most of the underground nuolear tents. 

So the reason they ere presented that way, la that the 

sourca terms are different. 

BRECHIN: Does it have anything to do 

with the Air Porce Memorandum of Understanding or the 

withdrawal of a certain segment of the Pahute Uesa? 

ELLE: NO, it does not. 

Dash: [ -- ] Indicates a eentence not completed by 
1 speaker. 

Dote: ( ... ) Indicates something was maid by the 
speaker, which, as spoken, is neither audible nor 
decipherable to the reporter or from the taped 
cassette recording. 

(ph) Lndicates phOnStic. 

(sic) 
is used to alert the epeaker/reader to an error in the 
record. 

Represents exactly as eeld by tho epeaker and 

Parentheessi ( ) Words within parentheses are 
reporter's explanatory comments. 

VOICE: Indicetes an unknown speaker. 

tJh-huh: Indicatss affirmativo answer. 

Huh-uh: Indicates negative answer. 

~ 
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BECHIN: You listed tha radioactive 
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QUESTION AND ANSUER PERIOD - L18T OP SPeARERS 

VERHON BECHIN ................................... 4 

ART JOHNSTON ..................................... S 

LEE DAZEY ........................................ 9 

ABBY JOHNSON .................................... 11 

VERNON BRECHIN .................................. 13 

GARY GRAY ....................................... 1S 

PUBLIC COWnENT PERIOD - LIST OF SPEAKERS 
VERNON BRECHIN .................................. 16 

LEE DAZEY ....................................... P P  
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WIT J&BTOU 

JOHNSTON: Could you describe tho 

tscMiques you use for low-level radiation, the 

disposition of th0.90 PIOdUCtS that you Will bo ta*ing 

there. HOW deep will you put them? What type of 

containers do you put it in? How does that work? 

ELLE: The low-level waste 18 transported 

in DOT-approved containera. And we take the 

containers off the trucks and put them in what we 

characterize an shallow trenchee, and those trenches 

are probably loo-feet deep. And then we stack the 

stuff up and then cover it with probably 30 feet of 

dirt. 

JOHNSTON: It's there then et loo-foot 

deep. HOW long dona it take f o r  that type of material 

to become no problem to t h o  environment, and what 

happena to the materiala themselves i f  we're talking 

about 1.000 years, for instance? 

ELLE: Prom e radioactive point of view, 

the half-life of the radioactivity defines how long 

it's golnq to be there. For noms radionuclides, it'a 

going to be there for a long time; forever. Clearly, 

the nonradioactive elements, they will also be there 

forever because they don't qo anywhere. 
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JOHNSTON: nut what I'm saying i n ,  i r  you 
put something like iron or dirt that has radioactivity 

in it and you put it down there, what happens to -- 
doesn't that iron in 1,000 years, for example, 

disintegrate into dust or something? 

sit there like that? 

HOW long does it 

EUE: It will sit there forever. 

JOHNSTON: It Won't turn into ferric 

oxide or anything and slough off and -- 
ELLB: It may do that in the packago that 

it sits in, but it will stay in that snvironuent. 

JOHNSTON: But is the package that it's 

in sufficiently sturdy that it would stay intact for 

this long period of time? 

ELLB: No. Tha way we characterize 

low-level waste disposal from a performance point of 

view, you look at the environment at the Nevada Test 

Site and how radioactivity may move from where we put 

it in the low-level waste facilitias. And becauno or 

its arid environment and because there is no 

groundwatsr transport through tha waste itself, the 

analysis indicates it will sit there forever, until it 

either decays and is not a radioaotlve problemi and 

then it becomas liks any other element in the 

ground. The risk from a modeling point of view, if 

' Bechtel Nevada 
Reporting servicaa 

developing 10 CPR 61, the regulatione for the -- the 
fedora1 regulations ror operating and shutting down 

the low-level waste sit. take absolutely no 

considerations of the protection for the packaging. 

It wan asnumsd in that BIS and ths analyeie or tho 

performance that supported that EIS, that the packaga 

disappeared and the waste wan right out there, or it 

can be contacted by shallow land water. For inetance, 

not here in Nevada where that's not of any concern, 

but also in the vary humid and wet southeastern United 

States. 

So insofar as any concerns you may 

have on the risk of low-level waste., it's good to 

remember that again after 100 years, it's no more 

radioactivo in soil that the closure for low-lsvel 

waste site has to be designed to ensure that it's not 

going to be distributed within 300 years. 

Or. Ella mentioned. that also the design Of the 

closure mechanisme, whather it's a cap or the waste 

like that's happened In the Midwest and the Eastern 

United States, is disposed of in a more highly 

engineered facility; that the extreme model that was 

used to determine the risk was somebody coming in and 

intruding right into the waste disposal units and 

Than like 

dlgglnq right down to the unite. So to be able to be 
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somebody 10,000 years rrom now going in and either 

drilling into it, or doing noms other activity that 

m y  get into that waste, is the limiting condition 

under how we can dispose of that low-level waete. 

JOHNSTON: But you rely on the 

nonremovability or thin stufr as the secret or your 
successfully putting it there. 

ELLE: That's right. That's eseentlally 

the baeie for any land disposal or waste, whether it's 

eanitary or haxardoun or radioactiva. 

some place, and you expect it to stay there. 

Ir you put it 

A D W :  Steve Adam. Just one c-nt on 

the gentlaman's questions on lov-level waste. "hero 

is many categoriee or waete that are ganerated in 

nuolear and nonnuclear operations. 

Category is low-level waste. Both the Department of 

Energy and the NRC; and to an extent, the Europaanm, 

that in defining what the concentrations of the 

radionuclides in the low-leval'waata it's baaed, that 

after 100 years, that concentration is not going to b. 

any qreatar than the radioactivity in norms1 dirt. 

And eo essentially, niter 100 years, the radioactivity 

in low-level waste is at the name activity as dirt. 

And insorar as the way it'a packaging, the 

Environmental Impact Statament that was used in 

The most benign 
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claeeified as low-levo1 waste, relatively spanking, 

espeoially compared to say high-level waete or 

traneuranio waete, or other waste lorpe, low-level 

waste is vary benign. 

LIB DAIEX 

DAEBY: I would just like to make a 

comment on Mr. Mams' comment. Ara you neglecting the 

particlee within low-level waste such as plutonium, 

which is a half-life? 

A W E :  But tO be able to have plutonium 

in your low-leva1 waste, the concentration hae to ba 

very low. And so if you look at the total risk from 

all of the contributing radionuclides, they were 

defined so the risk of all the radionuclides aro 

allowed to have, cannot exceed that normal baokground 

soil alter 100 years or decay. And so essentially 

what that means, is radionuolides, like plutonium, 

like uranium, ara only allowed to have very, very low 

concentrations or the matarial generated would not be 

low-lave1 waste. It would be, you know, transuranic 

waate. For instance, in the case of -- 
MZEY: But still, they remain in the 

soil, even in small quantities. 
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MAIIB: Oh, yeah, they're in the 

container. But you aleo havm to remember, i f  once the 

plutonium gete up above a certain concentration. Uu 

waste has to be stabilized and eolidified to w a s  

certain quality, control and quality annureme; which 

mans they have to take the waste Corm in. They have 

to put it under csrtain conditione of heat and 

pressure cor a lonq pori& of time without any of that 

leaching out. 

gone In and audit the waste generators to assure 

thcdselves that the waste form is meeting those 

oritoris, they cannot dispose of it as low-level . 
want.. ' And that's federal requlatione thL'oughout the 

entire United states. And thet's a good question and 

it's a concern. I mean, if you hear thinqs like 

plutonium, you know, all the Clage and bells and 

whistles go off in your mind and that'e vary hazardous 

naterial; in moet people's minds. And that's why the 

lob concentration of plutonium and low-level waste ie 

vary. very low in the comparieon to other radioactive 

material, like tritium or cobalt, or the isotope of 

your choice. . 

And until the requlatory agenciem have 
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Ewg: I don't think we analyzed it in 

terme of minimizinq the impacts on other air space In 

Nevada. We did analyze it for Increased use of the 

air space on the Tent Sits. 
JOHNSON: Okay. My second queetion 

wncmrns your statement about cupula -- that UU 

cumulative impacts, that you define that ae no impact 

on Southern Navada economy and grovth. My 

understanding of cumulative impacts, if we had been 

doing this 30 or 40 years ago, given thore was no NgPA 

at that point, the impact of those activities wuld 

have exceeded southern Neveda. 

ELLEI (NODDING OP HEAD) 

JOHNSON: Why have you limited it thin 

time to Southern Navada? 

ELLB: The analysis of cumulative impacts 

is more than just Southern Nevada. 

summarize a piece of the information. 

cumulative impact analysis includes everything around 

the Test Site an well. 

I was trying to 

But the 

JOHNSON: Including transportation 

arfects in Northern Nevada? 

ELLSi: YES. 

JOHNSON: Okay. 

~ w g :  The Transportation Risk study 
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JOHNSON: Abby JohnSon W i t h  Rus*a 

County. I have a couple queetioN. I haven't read 

the document yet, end I've a r r i v d  late, so I 

apologize if you already wvered thin. Does the 

d o a m a t  address the uee of the Nevada Tent Site Cor 

air epau7 

gLLB: Yes, there is e discussion in 
there about air apace use. both by the Department of 

Energy end other organizations. 

JOHWSON: What does it any. like YOU can 

do it or you can't7 

ELLe: W e  do. I mean, we do use the sir 

epace today and we would continua to do that Yndor 

Alternative 1. 

JOHNSON: Por the A i r  Porce? 

ELLE: Right. 

JOHNSON: Only7 

ELLB: NO. The Department usee th. air 

space as well ror sow of its own activities. 

JOHNSON: Is there a contewlation of 

increased use of air space to promote the operation 

among the branch eervicee and to minimize tho impaots 

of air space on other parts of Nevada? 
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includes that informzition. 

JOHNSON: okay, thank YOU. 

BRECBIN: I just Want through UI. WaS+e 

Management PEIS and it definee the various mete 

categories. 

ELLE: Vh-huh. 

BFtECNIN: Iav-level, high-level, 

traneuranic, mixed waste; conbinations of s o w  of 

these in the forma of mixed waste. I've never mean a 

description of the waete left by underground 

explosions as one of those waste categorism. I've 

never eeen thoae 600 million curies listed ne part of 

the inventory of nuclear waste. Why is that? 

ELLE: Well, we consider it part of the 

inventory of waste that is generated from activities, 

either restoration or other waste disposal processes, 

in terne of the inventory that needs to be treated,or 

disposed of. I think that's the simple anever. 

BRECNIN: I have another question. In 

the first Implementstion Plan, thm draft, it had a 

mention of classified transuranic waste in there. The 

final Implementation Plan eliminated that, it didn't , 
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have that in there at the same areas. 

didn't mention it anymore. This BIS, Draft BIS, done 

nention classified waste. I think the E16 ehould bs a 

little more specific about what it is and why it is 

classified. 

It simply 

1 

ELLB: Okay. That's probably 8 

legitimate comment. 

BRECHIN: At the WUBLE TRICKS site, hao 

any site restoration started there yet, and what do 

they plan to do ne far as site reetoration there? 

ELLe: Restoration has not actually 

started. They've done site characterization. There 

ie another NEPA document, Environmental Assessment, 

that'o been issued talking about the alternatives for 

what it is they want to do. One of the thinge they 

propose to do is actually scrape about air inchao of 

dirt off the surface containing plutonium or 

contaminants, packaging it and moving it to the Test 

Site. 

. 

BRECHIN: What happened to the Lockheed 

msrtin Plan for separating the soil and creating 

concentrated versus nonconcentrated stuff? 

ELLE: I think the Cost got in the way of 

what they were trying to do with that and that's not 

part of the project that's being considered. If you 

Bechtel Nevada 
Reporting Servicw 

1 

2 

1 

4 

6 

I 

1 

0 

9 

l a  

11 

11 

13 

14 

18 

10 

11 

10 

1s 

2a 

21 

P 

u 
24 

20 

16 - 
BRECHIN: My name is Vernon Brechin. 

I've been -- I'm with hi-Valley cares, an 

organization in Livermore, California. One thing w e  

know about the Nevada Test Site, is it functions 

largely ne an adjunct to the other national labs; 

Lnwrence Livermore National Lnb, Loa Alamos National 

Lab, and Sandia National lab. These labs all have 

remote areas in which they test varioua things. At 

Livermore, they have Site 100 Lor certain explosive 

tests and thinge like that. sandia has large areas 

and remote areas within and outside their normal 

property where they do tests. Los Alan08 also has 

remote areas around the lab where it does teats. In 

eome cases, the tests are eo dangerous or represent 

such a potential impact to humans, that a much more 

remote area has to be found to do those tests. In 

this case, Oftentimes it's the Nevada Teet site. And 

this is one of the reeources that's advertised about 

the Nevada Teet Site, ita remotaness from generally 

human populations. It's largely oriented about human 

populations. I prefer to look at the earth ne a 
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Want a copy of that Ek, we can make sure that you get 

one. 

BRECHIN: Yenh, I'd like that. ' 

' I  ELLE: Okay. 

BRBQiIN: And on the Project 57, va8 

there any previous effort to clean it up, to scrape 

soil off of it? That's Area 13. 

ELLB: Yeah, that area hae had 

reatoration -- different kinds of restoration 
aotivitiee done. The original scope of that inoluded 

nome soil mediation in terms of stabilization and 

natural grasses. But again, that'e a eite that we're 

conoidering for future remediation and clean-up. 

QARY OnAY 

GRAY: What was the time frame for the 

final draft, just out of curiosity? I think you might 

have mentioned it and I might have miesed that. , 

ELLE: I think the time frame I have on 

the viewgraph is July Kor the final. 

GRAY: Okay, thank you. 
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sacred place, all parts of it, including the 

underground areas; the animals, the plants, 

everything. 

Statements are generally oriented around the impacts 

upon man. They do consider plants and animals, but 

that's largely because of the way the laws have been 

poeitioned because of scientific studies. 

it's a little off the subject. 

But I noticed these Environmental Impact 

Anyvay, 

Piret of all, I'd like to mention 

about the withdrawal of the Nevada Teat Site. It was 

withdrawn from -- it'e in the Draft EIs. And it was 

withdrawn in four sections. The firet section was 

withdrawn ne Public Land Order 805. Originally, this' 

land belonged to the Native Americans. Lnter on, the 

vhite man came into the territory and e thing called 

the Bureau of Land Management was established. And 

they made certain areas in the West, large areas in 

the West public land, public property. Certain of 

these lands were withdrawn for certain purposes, such 

as for weapons testing and other thinge. Some of that 

land was withdrawn for the Atomic Energy Commission. 

And the firet withdrawel wee specifically for resarve 

for use of the U.S. AEC as a weapons testing site. 

NOW, we all have to judge whether it ie still being 

used for ite intended purpose. This land wae 
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temporarily withdrawn. 

be returned back to the American people. 

IC you road the Draft EIS, you 

It wan originally intended to 

will realize that there's -- except in 
Alternative 1 4  -- there'e little talk of returning the 
lend back to the people. In fact, eoDe areen of the 

property, the DDE admits, will never be returned back 

to the merican people. In fact, the WE neems to 

expect that they will receive funding to guard theee 

lande to prevent the public from getting hurt on these 

permanently destroyed proportiei; that guardlanehip -- 
Which I muet remind YOU about the Nuclear Stockpilo 

<. 
Stevardehip Program, it's related to it -- that 
guardianship will have to be probably at leaet e 

half-life of plutonium, which in a4.000 yearn, or 

extend that out to about a quarter million years. 

This is going to be hit-end-ales 

becauee I heven't prepared too well, but I have reed 

' through the document. An Car as site rostoretion 

activitiee. 

1974, a Summary Report, Central Nevada Tent Area 

Demobilization and Restoration Activities. This tal- 

about the restoration of the Central Nevada test ere! 

back in 1974. 

Nevada Tent Site have been mentioning since at least 

Here'e a document producsd in December of 

The environmental reporte out of the 
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it says, three lines herer "The Lyner complnx is a 

mined Underground complex in Area 1 that In available 

Cor dynemlo exporlments and hydrodynamic tents that 

cannot ba conducted abovqround, because they nay 

contain hazardous materials." I coneider that e groan 

underetatamant. 

othar thinge. I think you should explain whet thesa 

sites are about and other thing0 like that. 
r 

And bofore my time enda, I want to 

mention the Lyner facility. I just read in the 
claseificatlon things, that the codee eeaooiated with 

etate of equation experiment ere considered 

olaseified, they are not to be released. The teata to 

take place in'tho Lyner facility are euppoeed to deal 

with these etate of equation codon, supposedly Cor tho 

safety and reliability of our weapons and to 

understand better the'aging proparties of tho 

plutonium, which very few people neem to understand 

why these tests need to take place. But anyway, the 

tests will ecatter e substantial amount of plutonium 

in these roome. 

very little about anything close to where the tests 

are to be performed. I don't see how deecribing the 

scattering of plutonium in an underground room a few 

ailee -- about 20 milee from Yucca Hountain is going 

to expose the classified informstion of the equation 

of state equations, and give any kind of information 

about the design of nuclear weapons or anything like 

that. This is one of the major things that should be 

in the EIS. 
Hanaganent Department at DDE Headquarters in very 

The explanation in the Draft E18 nay0 

Secretary O'Leary and the Waste 
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1990, ebout plane to reetore the erne and other things 

1Ike that. I should also nantion that there io quite 

e few other sites that aren't mentioned in the report. 

"hare's the test eite in Hiesieeippi. There's two 

underground test siten in New Hoxico. There cue two 

nuolear test sites in Colorado. There are two nuclear 

test aitee In Central Havada which are eddresMd in 

this. n V e o  test sites on Anchitka Ieland in Alanka. 

Anyway, these ehould ba addrossod. Also, other aitee 

that weren't addreand in thin Draft E m ,  but which 
ere being addreseod somewhat, one eite in the 

Stockpile Stevardehip, is the North h e  Vegan 

Cacilitiee where the cantractorn ere. There are also 

e nunb.r of eltan in California end ecattered around 

the country. 

One thing I've noticed in 

researching thin stuff, i o  that there eppare to be e 

certain net of doauments that are like internal 

documante that are utilized, and then another sat of 

documents that are like aveilablo rather freely to the 

public, and oftentimen by law. I think much more of 

the information contained in tha interns1 doculpult 

should appear in the public documUltS. Such'as those 

sitao at the Novada Teat site, there'e like two eitee 

In the Banta Barbara area, one site in Pleasonton, and 
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get MY information. 

national security7 

Why does thin compromise 

ELLBI Appreciate your comments, Van. 

And we look foNard to -- I prEsUB you're going to 

provide mors comments in writing.. 

BREEHIN: Yam, written commente. 
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DAZEY: Hy name is Lea Darey. I work 

with the Northern ofrlce or citizen Alert. For those 

or you who don't know who we are, we're a statewide 

nonprofit environmental group. 

the nuclear waste issua, Yucca Hountain baing 

foremost, Which on tha Test Site; even though it'a 

Our ieaues have been 

not included in the Nevada Tent Site EIS. First of 

all, I'd like to make the commpnts Cor my son. 

is his comment on the whole project. (Indicating) 

(Luughter) "A little emiley face." 

Thin 

And then the comments that 1% 

prepared to make -- I also haven't raviewed the 
whole -- that whole draft. I've looked through the 

eumnary and the Reeource Hanagement Plan and a feu 

other of the documante. 

general comments on it. And our comments, formal 

And I've mads some just 

. \  

r -  
I .  

6 4  

1 
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hydrodynamic tests that vern was raterring to. 

alternative in Alternative 3, or the expanded-use 

option, includea all or the programe in Alternative 1, 

and addo all the new program iuch ae solar; but rails 

to include the Yucca Hountain Project or the potential 

interim storage facility in the expanded-use version. 

The 
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Yucca Hountain Project. 

though from other NgPA programs, such sa the Weete 

Management PEIS and the Disposition PB18 are inoluded 

in this draft, no longer really axcuses the data from 

the Yucca Hountain Projeot. we feel to not be 

inoluded. 

The Laot that that data 

Inetead of eupporting one alternative in 

I J  

written comments, will rollo~ later at tha May 2nd 

dead?ine. But let me just read my conmanta. While 

the Draft BIB refers to e primary miesion of the WX 

NTS ne maintaining a readiness to conduct teste, and 

if directed to do so by the Preaident to conduct thaoe 

teste, the draft ccnsietently refarn to missionmi 

that's plural, to include activities related to waste 

management that it ha0 been involved with for ov-r 

JO yeare, but ror which the land was not withdrawn 

for. 

alternative, because s true no-action alternative 

.would be to only maintain a testing readiness. 

the WE's no-action alternative states that operations 

in all the Live minsion catagorise would continue in 

the eame manner and degree as they have during the 

past three to five years. Now, ne part of NEPA, I 

don't knou -- I'm sure everyone hers knows, but I'll 

reiterate this point, that NEPA requires a true 

no-action alternative. 

With thie said, there is really, no true action 

And 

Of the nuclear testing ecanarioe 

that are outlined in Alternative 1, and I'm referring 

to the summary which ie sonsthing that we can all read 

pretty easily, it's only the second that ie a true 

no-action alternative. Because the first, the 

Stockpile Stewardship experiments and operations. 

Bechtel Nevada 
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1c 

think that's a good idea, with the intent of the true 

no-action alternative only maintaining a readinsee to 

test and not engaging in the Stockpila Stewardship 

Program. 

that M a  Stockpile Stawardehip Program could 

jeopardize the U.S. position in the Nonproliferation 

Treaty that tha international world body le trying to 

l ~ l d  this would be bacaueo of the concerne 

I 

I5 '1 lget. towade. 
Alternative 4 leans towards a 

I 

5 

7 

no-acticn alternative, and we think thie alternative 

ia probably one or the  best in ita entirety. 

the tact that it doesn't allow wbsta nanagement 

activities to go on, except for the waste thet'e 

generated from environmental restoration and the 

Nevada Tent Site, ie a pretty good thing. We would 

like to eee that the environmental restoration be 

coordinated with the goal of certain portionn of the 

NTS returned back to the publio domain for a purpose 

which could include the return of land to the Western 

Shoohone, because after all, the Treaty was not 

abrogated. 

' 
mui that 

An far sa w a  can tell, under the 

unavoidable adverse effects in the summary section, no 

alternativea describes olean-up at either NTS or 

ow-site locaticna, because praeumably -- and I'm 
referring to the tenting, I gueee I missed that 

here -- becauee it cannot be oleaned up. This needs 

to be explained. Therefore, the statement undar 

Alternative I under unavoidable adverse efrecte, it 

etatee: 

underground nuclear tenting activities would remein," 

really ehould bo m e r  each alternative becauee it 

. .  

"The unavoidable adverse impacts cf past 

Bechtel Nevada 
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Uanegement. Because the long-tern impacto of e w e  W B  

Nevada activitiee on the Ecosystene are not well 

understood, as is stated in the RnP, we think it's 

important to embrace a mission that acknowledges this 

fact. The goal-oriented approach for the Rwp in good, 
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can't be cleaned up under any of them. So we felt 

that that wan a little misleading. 

Would the DOE ba willing to amend 

its mission if the goals of the RllP cannot be met 

undor the LIOE'o land use decieion at NTS? We think 

18 

19 

- 

22 

Hydronucleer teeting ahould not ba 

e W e c e d ,  because the WE acknowledges in 

Alternative 1 that a hydronuclear testing has Its . 
impacts. And I quote: 'other testing and 

exporlmentel activity in support of Stockpilo 

Stewardship Proqrame, would have smaller impacto in 

relation to standard nuclear teste with lower yields 

but with chain reactions." 

And then we feel thet'the ROOOUICB 

Mnagemant Plan in a very important document. And we 

understand, from reading through it, that it's 

fairly -- it'e at ite infancy stage. But I did want 

to make a few comente on thet. 

commitment to including Ecosystem llanagement and a 

Resource r(anagement Plan. We are concosned that an 

emphasis though -- in this Resource Uanagement Plan, 
there'o an emphasie which we see on manmade resourcet?. 

And w e  feel that we don't want theee to prevail over 

the natural resources at the Test Site. And I quote: 

.Natural resources ere not the primary management 

rocye of the 006's NTS miosione affecting the 

potential for clean-up of NTS." 

We applaud the 008's 

Stakeholder involvement is going 

it's paramount that the RXP or the Resource Uanagement 

Plan address NTS for the long-term and not just adhere 

to the ten-year period which the NTS D E I 6  i s ,  

addreeeing. We would like to eee the RUP referred to 
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naturel resourceo, monitoring ne described under 

adaptive managenent should 

impacts to resourcoo over the oxpensive and unroliablo 

models. 

relied upon to aooeeo 

27 

24 

Land. We oupport the goal that 

facilities be designed and constructed to fit the site 

in term of suitable slope drainage and other natural 

features, even if there are additional Construction 

costa. Water. The second goal of maintaining the 

25 '8 

!9 

citixen Alert is concerned ulth 

this statement under the Draft Reeource Management 

coals: "There will be times when mission rnquiremente 

andlor goals for resources conflict and cannot be 

achieved eimultansously.' 

to conflict resolution identified in the draft, we 

would prefer to see flexibility with regard to 

modifying exieting or proposed miseione rather than 

not achieve the Rwp goale. 

Of the possible aolutione 

And then under the Rwp goals, I 

mede e few comments under the eection of exieting 

missions. We would like you guys to identify which 

new usee of HTS may interfere with critical operatione 

of existing mieeions or create extra costs for'these 

missions. 

facilities and health end safety, which I Combined 

goals, goals of theee two need to be integrated in 

order that sites for new fecilitlee take maximum 

advantage of existing site support activities and in ' 

ereas that comply with applicable eafety regulations 

with minimal radiation end other safety risks. 

Under site support activities and 

So we 

botched up a line hers. HOW much water is available 

at NTS? 

surface watere? And if w e  do know, we'd like to Bee 

that included in the Resource uanagement Plan. And as 

the desert has a very low recharge rate, when will the 

water supplies run out? That needs to be asked. 

Cultural and American Indian 

Do we really know how much subsurface and 

resources. We think it'e important to identify and 

protect not only the resourceo and cultural values of 

American Indians in order to comply with all the  

appropriate laws and regulations, but those reeourcee 
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3 0  

A i r  quallty. HOW is the air 

quality deemed superior at NTS enough to warrant a 

goal on maintaining it when radionuclides in the soil 

can blow about in the winds? X'IO n& sure exactly 
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ELLS: Well, I thank you very much for 

coming and I appreciate your comments. 

want to send ue written comments or give us other 

information, we'd be very happy to have it. Thank you 

very much. 

And ic you 

( w m  MEETING ADJOVRNW AT  IO P.u.) 
* * * . * *  
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33 I this goal to be a goal that We Would Support. I guess 

ont. under one of the alternatives, it's possible that the 

35 

NTS could now be opened up for mineral exploration; 

but to what extent should it be if contamination 1s 

going to be intrcduced into ths environment? , 

And then finally, I didn't have a 

chance to really look through the Transportation 

Document. 

the number of Shipments related to low-level waete. 

The identified number of shipments of low-level WaOte 

in the Nevada Test Site E16 needs to be coordinated 

with the Waste Management PEIS, which comes up with a 

whole different number of shipments. 

E19 needs to address routing requirements, because as 

it is right now, low-level waste routes ars pretty 

much up to the carrier; the routing decisions and 

routing requirements. 

be delineated in the transportation portion of the 

E19 . 

But one thing I noticed that has to do with 

And then the NTS 

So we think that that needs to 

So anyway, thank you. And We'll 

be submitting eone more commente. 
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PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT 4 

THIS VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT CONSTITUTES 

THE OFFICIAL RECORD OF THE 

NEVADA TEST SITE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
PUBLIC HEARING 

(QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD) 
and 

(PUBLIC COMMENTS) 

Held at the 

CASHMAN FIELD CENTER 
850 Las Vegas Boulevard North 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

on 

March 26, 1996 
Beginning at 

6:40  p.m. 

REPORTED BY: Lana Stewart 
Senior Verbatim Reporter 
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xey t o  Transcr ip t  Eymbols andlor Abbraviations 

Webster'e New Col leg ia te  
In  t h e  exact words; word 

Dictionary: 
f o r  word. * 

"Verbatim -- 

Dash: [ -- I Ind ica tes  a sentence not completed by 
speaker.  

Dote: [ ... ] Indica tes  something was s a i d  by the  
speaker,  which, as spoken, in nei ther  audib le  nor 
decipherable t o  t h e  r e p o r t e r  o r  from t h e  taped 
c a s s e t t e  recording. 

(ph) I n d i c a t e s  phonetic.  

!sic) 
le used t o  a l o r t  t h e  speakerlreader t o  an e r r o r  i n  t h e  
record.  

Reprssente eXaCtlY as s a i d  by t h e  speaker and 

Parentheses: ( ) Words within parentheses a r e  
r e p o r t e r ' e  explanatory comments. 

VOICE: Ind ica tes  an unknown speaker. 

Huh-uh: I n d i c a t e s  negative answer. 
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, MRCN 26, 1996, 6 : 4 0  P.M. 

HICRAEL DCPLOIIIA 

DEPLORIA: Michael n e t l o r l a .  We have 

been making t h i s  most deadly poison known t o  man. 

when a r e  we going t o  s t o p  making it? W e  still don ' t  

know how t o  dispose of it. 

b i l l i o n s  and t r i l l i o n s  of d o l l a r s  t o  disposo of it. 

when a r e  we going t o  q u i t  making i t ?  

It 's going t o  Cost U s  

(APPIAWING FROB M E  AWIEHCE) 

DEPWRIA: Have you had anything i n  t h e  

f u t u r e  when you're going t o  s t o p  making i t ?  You know, 

t h e  sun has been burning there  f o r  t r i l l i o n s  of years, 

a l l  t h e  energy you want for tree. 

there ,  they know i t 's  there .  

YOU know itis 

ELLE: I don ' t  believe we have a e h p l e  

answer for t h a t  question. I f  you -- 
DEPWRIA: Wall, you have a l l  t h e  m o s t  

brainy people In  t h e  world, you should have an anawer 

f o r  t h a t .  

ELLE: Well, I don ' t  have an answer f o r  

It tonight .  And i f  you want t o  g ive  us t h a t  a e  a 
' 
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comment, we'll be able to look at it and try and give 

you an answer. 

DEPLORIA: I have a standing ofper to any 

local, State, or Cederal politician. I will give them 

$5.000 cash Por every problem they solve, and they pay 

me for every problem they don't solve. I see you 

don't have an answer to a simple problem. With all 

the brainy people we have in this country, and we 

can't solve simple problems? Come on folks, you're 

a11 government employees. Do you -- 
ELLE: Let me be clear. that when you gf 

ready to make your comments, we have the process in 

place to do that after we taka a break. But I do want 

to anawer some general questions. 

L I R I B  GAUY 

GARY: My interest is in what is meant by 

fissile materials? 

m E :  Fiaeile materiala in the sense of 

the document that they're qoing to be talking about in 

the next couple of days, is material that you can use 

In the manufacture of nuclear weapons. It's material 

that fissions that creates energy. 

GARY: Okay. And that Is separate from 
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broader horizon of alternatives ensuing forthcoming 

from that? I would like additional eltarnatives, but 

if you will make the time allotted for the 

recommendations, I'll be happy to provide you with 

some. Thank you. 

ELLE: Okay. I think the simple answer 

is, the Bechtel Proposal is clearly one that they 
believe they have an opportunity to bring projects and 

activities to the Test Site. 

was done by Livermore is not connected necesearily 

with what Bechtel is proposing. They are consistent 

activities that can be looked at within the framework 

of the E16 and the Resource nanagement Plan. 

The exploaive work that 

WILLIAM VASCONI 

VASCONI: Bill Vaeconi here. Early on, 

you mentlonsd a fact that some of these alternatlves 

cou1d.k intermingled. 

ELLE: Uh-huh. 

VASMNI: In looking over the EIS, 

Alternative 4 which la withdrawn lands, you had quite 

an extensive mass of land north of the Yucca nountain 

Site Characterization Facility. That was in 

Alternative 4. As you look at the map on 

Bechtel Nevada 
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the waste it comae from? 

ELLE: Yes. 

TOM nc cosw 

NC GOWAN: My name Is Tom Uffiowan. 

There's a two-part here. Will the gentleman who 

offered the 55,000. see me right after the meeting; 

1'11 give him the solution he's asking for. It's 

called eliminations. 

several decades. Uy question to Dr. Ella Is -- is it 
Dr. Ella? 

It's been quite well-known for 

ELLE: Yes. 

PIC COWAN: There was some high-explosive 

teating completed out at the Test Site, I believe a 

year or so ago. 

ELLE: Uh-huh. 

nc COWAN: And what were the results of 

that and how does that correlate with the testing -- 
the High-Explosive Testing Program recently announced 

by Bechtel as innovativa in some way? The third part 

to that, of course, is what are the expectations from 

the Bechtel operation? Is that simply a make-work to 

get the place on the back burner open, or is there 

some realletlc, anticipated, positive benefit in the 
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Alternative 3, that same aectlon of land is left 

unused. And would it be permissive to utilize that 

land, just ae it waa going to be used in 

Alternative 4, for recreational use because of the 

timber and the Indian cultural areaa? And one of the 

other things included in it, was the fact that with 

the game we now have there, it.would be advantageous 

to include that in Alternative 3, which is the maximum 

una of the Test Site. 

DEPWRIA: That land belongs to the 

Shosone Indians, sir. 

ELLE: The answer to that question is, as 

we put together the preferred alternative, raturn of 

that piece of the land out of Alternative 4 .  is 

,certainly one we can look at; but in concert with 

other activities and other proposals that we have in 

this document. And it's comments like that that 

influence how this preterred alternative gets put 

together. 

TIMOTHY: I'm Dave Timothy. Wasn't the 

boundaries of the Test Site just expanded just 

recently again? 

Volume 3 

Bechtel Nevada 
Reporting Services 



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENV 

1 

2 

a 

4 

6 

6 

7 

6 

I) 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

16 

(7 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

10 

ELLE: I don't believe so. The land 

withdrawals that we identify in this document are 

probably In the 1960, 1950 age. 

TIMOTHY: I think you will find. if you 

check, that the boundaries that border Area 51 were 

just expanded, and more of that area has been placed 

under government's supervision and control and even 

was up until rcccntly. Thio expansion eeoms to koop 

getting largor and larger. And oven the public lands 

that were accessible to tho publlc, are now not as 

accosslble as they were. 

ELLE: Right. 

TIMOTHY: My question is, wlth the DOE'S 

past history wlth what's taken place, how do we know 

that they're even interested in finding out what we 

want or that we can know that what we're being told Is 

the tNth? There's many Of US Who experienced grave 

lives Crom the DDE on doeimetry and many other things 

as far as the radloactivlty and the effects. How can 

we know that what you're telling us Is the truth? 

ELLE: Well, in simple terms, whether you 

bellevc me or not, the broad experience of the people 

that put this document together, and the broad 

experience as the public that has an Opportunity to 

read it, and the resources end the references that we 
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each of tho four sltornatives. We'll identlfy the 

impacts of that preferred alternative. 

MC OANIELS: And my last quostion is -- 
and I asked you this a couple of months ago -- will 
we, "the public," have an Opportunity to roview that 

preferred alternative and make coments to that 

through another public hearing? And I think your 

answer before was "no.' So what Opportunity will we 

have to make comments to tho preferred alternative if 

we have eomo? 

EUE: We'll issue the Final EIS and then 

we'll Walt 30 days before we lseue a Record of 

Decision. 

IC DANIELS: Okay. And that's our time 

for making comments? 

ELLE: IC In fact we've not dona the 

right job, o r  people don't think that we've analyzed 

it properly, that's the place where people can 

question what we have done. 

nc DANIELS: Okay. 

DBFWRIA: Can I ask another simple 

question? 
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use In putting It together. that's the reliance that 

we put on making sure that the information Is correct. 

And there 1s an opportunity to check the numbers, to 

check the process. 

.comment period: And re invite people to look at and 

challenge the inPormation that we've put In our 

document. And we are hero and have been here 

ColloCtlng comments from peoplo, and we do have an 

interest in people's comments and how they viow the 

work that we've done. 

That's why YO have a public 

LAIHIA MC DANIELB 

nc DANIELS: Don, I have a general 

guestion for you. My name is Lathia McDaniels. And 

this is in regards to tho E16 process. When you 

generate the Final EIS, will it follow the same format 

as thio Draft e187 Becauso ~y concern le, onco you 

identify and detail the preferred alternatlvs. w i l l  

you also do a cumulative impact assessm~nt on the 

preferrcd slternatlve, and wIll you also  have the 

unavoidable essessment, impact assessments? 

ELLE: The answer is, yes. When we put 

together the prcforred alternativc, we'll go through 

the same analytical process that we have done with 
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W E :  Sure. 

DEPWRIA: Who 1s paying for the disposal 

of this high-level nuclcar waste? 

ELLE: For high-level waste, the electric 

utilities have contributed to a fund that's managed by 

Congress. 

DIPLORIA: Yeah, but. I read in the paper 

just about everyday how many millions of dollars is 

being spent up there. Is that taxpaysr's money? Who 

pays for the wages? 

ELLE: It is Qoney that comes out of that 

nuclear waste fund. 

DEFWRIA: All of it? 

ELLE: Yen. 

DEFWRIA: Wages? 

ELLE: Uh-huh. 

DEQWRIA: Thank you. 

LARRY KRENIIW 

RRENZIEN: Larry Krenzien. I've got a 

question on the water usage. In particular, the water 

usage increases under the solar Proposal by a factor 

of 3 or 3 112. I waa wondfring why, even though 

Mercury already Is fairly high? 
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ELLE: It's primarily ror cooling. I 

believe, in that solar category of activities. 

KRENzIEN: okay. Just a comment. On 

Page 614, you have an error in the annual usage of Las 

Vegas water by a factor of  1,000. 

ELLE: Okay. 

JOE BACA 

BACA: I worked at the Nevada Test Site 

from 1962 to 1970, and 1 worked in Araa 51. And you 

can't trust DOE because they lost all my records. And 

I worked out there when tho BANEBERY blowed (sic) out. 

And now they claim I never worked over there. They 

lost all my papers. But here's the key and my badge. 

number right there, [Indicating) and I'll prove it to 

DOE. And they still refuse. I worked out there when 

BANEBERY blowed (sic) out; in G-Tunnel, D-Tunnel, 

K-Tunnel, even waste in nercury where you build,those 

buildings for the people to stay, some of the 

employees. But you can't trust DOE because 1,went 

over there and proved that I worked there. And a lot 

of people died. bnd when BANEBERY blwed (sic) up, 

they send us In there and they had us like regular 

electricity matches on our body. 

, 

We are only few 
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some of the waste disposal pits. There was mention of 

the Intagrated Closure Plan and Program. I am 

interested in the information that is in the 

Integrated Closure Plan, but it's not available to me 

in the EIS. 

ELLE: I'll point Out to YOU the 

technical people that are with us tonight, and they 

can get you the information or tell you how to get It. 

SKERRY: I appreciate that. Thank you. 

IIBINARD KNUTBEN 

KNUTSEN: ny name ie Reinard Knutsen. 

And my question involves the low-level nuclear Waste 

dump in Area 5, which has been described as the most 

productivo waste dump in the country. 

specifically know what the DOE'S proposed action, how 

that affects the on-going transportation of nuclear 

waste into Nevada from around the country; 

epecIfIcally through Las Vagas. if there is any EIS 

studies being done specifically on transportation 

through populated areas, and also the continued use of 

that low-levsl nuclear waste facility? 

And I'd like to 

ELLE: Well, as I mentioned, the 

Transportation Study that was an appendix to this 

~ ~ ~~ 
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living right now. 

helped me. But I proved to DOE they're wrong and 

don't trust them. 

I can't work anymore and they never 

ELLE: Okay. 

BACA: Wait a second. And we work+ out 

there, we did all tho cleaning up. And some of the 

vehicles were full of radiation; when tho people, like 

Reynolds Electric and DOE sold them to the public here 

in the state of Nevada and different states. And I 

car. prove it to you. Thank you. 

LEWIS SKERRY 

SXERRY: This is Lewis Skerry. Something 

I was uncomfortable with in the report was the 

climate. A lot of your models used current climate, 

but yet we're talking about storing waste for 

10,000 years. And I bolieve tho climate has changed 

considerably in the last 1 0 , o o o  years, and I believe 

it will change considerably in the next 10.000 yeare. 

And I just wanted to ralsc an objection using today's 

climate for what we can expect in tha next 
10,000 years. 

ELLE: Okay. 

S X m Y :  Also. there was the closure of 
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document contains the risk as8essment for low-level 

waste transport, the information that you're looking 

for. And wa can talk to you later about how that'e 

reflected in the document, if you wish. 

XNUTSEN: Can you say what risk 

assessment means, the risk assessment of 

transportation of nuclear waste through Las Vegas? 

ELLE: It's risk assessment or riek in 

terms of the probability 01 an accident and the risk 

of a routine truck accident, as well as the radiation 

risk related to the material that's being shipped. 

those risk numbers are in that document and they're 

summarized. 

So 

XNUTSEN: What are the current ways that 

DOE lets the neighborhood that these waste 

transportations pass through, what is the current way 

that DOE incorporates -- you know, let's the 
nelghborhood know that this waste Is going through 

their neighborhood? 

ELLE: That happens bath at the state 

level and at the county level. So the government 

agencies have information about transportatlon that w e  

provide them. 

KNUTSEN: Okay. Could you just say, if 

this low-level waste dump in Area 5 is Lndeed the 
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busiest waste dump in the country At the noment? 

COL,ARUSSO: I'm Angela colarueno and I 

work for W E  in the Waste nanagement Division. And 

currently, the waete ehlpments that we're recelving 

ere et a lcsscr volume than we have in the past. 

Overall, based on past history, our levels are 

ueually -- the amounte of weete that we receive ere 

usually in greator quantities then a r e  received across 

the country within the DOE complex. We a r e  the 

largest receiver of low-level waste within the W E  

Complex. 
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JOLIB WNNEB 

- 

LONNER: At prcscnt, how many shipments 

of nuclear waste corn0 through I a n  VegaS? Jolie 

Lonner. 

DI SANZA: I'm Prank Disanza with the 

Department of Energy. The anewer to that, is that it 

varies from year to year. Por example, last year, 

there was 916 ehipnents of low-level waste to the 

Nevada Test Site. This year. that emount. the number 

of shipments In probably no more than 400 shipments; 

and that.8 projected throughout the rent of this 

fiscal year. 
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trenches? 

ELLE: Right. 

considering things at the Teat Site. And I think the 

document needs to be a little stronger on just etating 

how the decisions that will come out of EISs and other 

arean will be treated, either within the NCPA process 

Cor the NTS or if there's B o m o  conzllct In 

BECHTeL: ny nane is Dennis Bechtel and 

I'm nmployed by the Clark county Department of 

Comprehensive Planning. Nuclear Waste Division. But 

my comment0 tonight are  not the official position of 

the county, but more my personal Interests and 

concerns. I -- in going through the EISs, I've worked 

on a lot of EISe end I've commented on a lot of that. 

And I would like to applaud you, in the sense that the 

number of topics that have been treated, that I think 

are too often ignored in EISs. And I speak to things 

like transportation and public safety and reeource 

management. And I think theae are -- I have some 
Concerns ebout things in the documents, but I appleud 

W E  for the effort of bringing these issues out. 

Just a couple of coments, end 

clerk county will make a more romal statnment prior 

to the May 3rd deadline. 

related EISs that will be considered. They are 

The EIS mentions e number Of 
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JONES: Hi, my name is Troy Jones. And 

along those name linee, if the H R - 1 0 2 0  Bill, which 

proposes the shipment or nuclear waste from all around 

the country to this Test Site goes through, end that'e 

pending in Conqrese o r  in the house right now, how 

many ehlpments ever can wa expect through thin place? 

=E: I don't think w e  havo the answer 

to that. And until thet leqielation is pa,esed, I'm 

not sure what it repreeents for UQ. ' 

JONES: Will that increase the amount of 

shipmonts comlng through? 

ELLE: Yes, it probably would. 

RBINARD RNOTBEN 

KWVTSEN: Just one final question. In 

this the name dump in Area 5 ,  is thin the name design 

of dump that is in Eeatty which has currently leaked 

radioactivity in the groundwater there? Is that 

buried in underlying low-level trenches? 

ELLE: Yes. 

KNUTSEN: And just the waste comes in, in 

metal barrels, and is placed in these underlying 

Bechtel Nevada 
Reporting servlcos 

little more about the proceee. 

aware. with thc wa6te management option, Alternate 3, 

the Test Site is being considered by e number of other 

eites for say the final, either storage disposal or 

treatment of waste. So I think that needs to bo a 

little clearer in your final document. And the fact, 

thet hoperully. the public will hevo a chance to 

comment on that. I'm a little confused about the -- 
could you speak to vhen the actual -- the final Record 
of Decision will be released for the Tent Site. I had 

heard that this Whole thing is klnd OC on a Cast 

BecausB' as you're 

track. 

going to be commenting on the documents and that 

there's ample opportunity for consideration of the 

concerns of the public, and that actually reaches the 
Final EIS. 

Lnd my concern is that a number of people are 

So do you have a date in mind for 

the ROD? 
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storage eite of this nuclear waste. And the gentleman 

earlier who talked about the transportation of nuclear 

waste through dangerous areas. this is 8 very big 

concern for me. And I think that this needs to be 

looked at very closely. And the fact that you say 
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ELLE: We don't have a clear date in mind 

for the ROD yet. Clearly, it will be iseued 30 days 

after the Final EIS or later than that. We do have an 

interest in getting this document done in as 

reasonable a time frame as us can. The Secretary's 

interest in gettinq these kinds of documents iseued in 

15 months, we've already not met her objective by a 

few months. 

BECHTEL: okay. A couple Of other 

comments. Thore are sections about environmental 

justice in the EIS. And I noticed there's a pretty 

comprehensive description of minorities, low income 

groups within the U s  Vegas Valley. But I think where 

it kind of breaks down, transportation is an important 

issue for Clark county, government. and citizens. And 

I think you need to recognize that some of the routes 

that are considered in the Transportation Study 

actually go through areas where you have high 

proportions of minority or low income groups. 

think the document needs to discuss that and does not 

do so. 

So I 

The main issue that Clark County 

has been concorned about and Is of interest to me is 

the transport of the waste. And I note in the 

TranSpOrtatiOn study, that ten routings are examined, 

a180 said that the DOE expected -- and if We are 

transporting waste to Yucca HOUntain, we would be 

looking at 15.000 ehipments of nuclear. waste. -- W E  

expected at least 70 to 

during that tine period. 

really heavily when thinking about the future of the 

Test Site. 

300 accidents to occur 

And so these concerns welgh 

6 
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I realize there's eome debate about just the hazard of 

the material, but the public is concerned about things 

radioactive and there is a potential for greater 

number OK accidents to occur in the urban erea. And I 

would encourage you to consider more rural routings. 

That's a l l  I have. 

ELLE: Thank you. 

RBINAUD XNUTBEN 

WNUTSEN: I'd like to thank the DOE for 

giving me this opportunity to speak my mind. 

sure if I totally feel like these public hearings 

actually -- if we are really ropresentad in the 

dacieion-making, but at least it gives ue a chance to 

a00 everybody and to see Who supports what and who is 

against what. I don't have a prepared statement, but 

I will put that in bolore the Harch (sic) 3rd 

I'm not 

deadline. I would like to suggest that We do look 

very cloesly at the option of discontinuing a l l  

operations at the Tast Site and working Specifically 

on cleaning up what la already happened -- occurred 
there since 1951. And specifically look at the 

transportation, oven -- regardless of whether Yucca 
Mountain goes in or not. Nevada is targeted as the 

. .._. 
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and eight of those seem to be in Clark County. And 

four of them actually go through areas that I think we 

would consider as dangerous, potentially dangerous. 

And Ilm talking about the Spaghetti Bowl, 1-15, 

US Highway, Hoover Dam, Craig Road; le an urbanizing 

area. 

you, what will actually come out in the way of a 

decision on transportation with regard to either the 

Final EIS or the Record of Decision. Will there be -- 
how will the EIS or ROD treat transportation issues? 

So I think -- I'd be interested to hear from 

&LE: The EIS is treating transportation 

issues in a way that asses0 the risk of each route. 

currently, it's not within the Departmsnt's authority 

to direct shippers on a specific route. Route 

selection is left up to the shipper. We can recommend 

which route is best and that may be the way the 

document ends up looking. 

BECHTEL: You know, it seeme as if -- on 
one of the pages in the comments to a question at an 

oarlier meeting, it was noted DOE -- that they could 
take what I consider a mcre proactive stance with 

regard to carriers and contractually detlned; things 

like routes, safehavens, and things like that. And I 

would encourage you to go with your own recommendation 

and do that, and to avoid potentially dangerous areas. 
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cease at the Test Site and that cleanup needs to 

occur. 

continue is cleanup and restoration and returning the 

And that's the only operation that ehould 

17 Ilands to Western Shoshone sovereignty. Thank you. 

ELLE: Thank YOU. 

Hc GOWAN: Good evening. I apologize if 

I'm out of sequence. I understand eo far, my 

perception is that ve're primarily on the defensive. 

I say change that attitude immediately. There's no 

reason to be on the defensive. You.are holding the 

aces. I speak to the people, vhethar they're vith o r  

beyond the agancy in some espect. 

people of the United Statee. And it depends on Vhat 

you vant to do vith the Test Site. 

Site. Indians incidentally have a policy 

longatanding. 

stevards of land. That's why they Can't sell It and 

von't sell it, probably. But they have every right to 

live on it and benefit from it. And I think I could 

support the parson's -- the prevlous speaker's 
visvpoint to that extent, and convince 6ome of my 

Native American sovereign tribal people to do the 

I etill call Ye the 

It is your Test 

They don't own land, they are the 
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i8 I pemnently, and the explosion of it from the 

8 terrestrial, geophysical domain. There are other 

places in this univereo beeides thin particular 

enlightened planet. And the way you eliminate it is 

vhat people are calling today triple-play. 

little late and they picked out the vrong name, 

because triple-play meane simultaneous, not 

sequential; oc the other way around. Beg your pardon. 

Triple-play is simply the drastic reduction of the 

volume of toxic radioactivity. The transportation 

pursuant to elimination of all but the nominal volume 

of reeidual toxic byproducte, they're extremely toxic; 

but they're also short-lived. 

d w n  from this to this, and get this over here like 

that pretty easily. All you have to do is do it. 

You're Americans. I assume you're able to do it, but 

forgot a vay hov. 

They're a 

And ve can get that 

And that's the key central 

activity. All their activities that revolve around 

that and are expressly contingent and interrelatable 

to it. One is the nuclear veapns arsenal requisite 

ready-reserve storage and disposition. Somebody's 

calling that m, fissile materials, and SSn. For some 

reason, they're not here because they think you're in 

some other activity. Severable somehov. I don't see 
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same. 

Your Test Site is not too blg, 

Your vision doesn't begin to it's not big enough. 

scratch the surface of the attainable scope. You 

look -- some people look at it and see a vacant lot. 

Othere look at it and see a potential income, some 

kind of a job. I look at it and I nee the vorld 

headquarters for the age of transition from the toxic 

radioactive risk inherent nuclear age to the age of an 

abundance of safe, clean, inexpensive nso-energy to 

tho third millennium profitable domestically, locally. 

nationally, tribally, and vorldvide, 

intargensrationally. That's a little bit, but it's 

vhat we're made of and that'e what ve can do; and it's 

vhat ve should be doing. And who would like to begin, 

and m e n ?  

The key determinate is the decision-making process, 

vhich in my experience can take anyvhere from a 

fraction or a microeecond to the rest of human time. 
we are already several million yearn late, might ae 

vel1 begin, don't you think? Well, hers's vhat you 

can do vith the Test site. Practically anything. But 

I don't vant to sound 60 general about it. Your firat 

key crucial and central activity should be the 

elimination of toxic radioactivity, completely and 

Because you can do it even as ve speak. 
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it severable. I see it as one big integer, juet like 

thin audience. ws may not knov each other's name, but 

you're all Americans and you all are concerned ebout 

this Test Site. 

The other point to make, that you 

have snvironmsntal restoration, vaste management. 

lov-level mixed vaste, mu, and deollne the state; 

vhich is out there ready to bury, try to recover 

process, compacted, and incinerated via biomass to 

create electricity. Incidentally. in the triple-play 

item, you've got the elimination of toxic radioactive 

radionuclidos; and concurrent therevith, you have the 

19 

production of tritium vhlch can also be processed. 

You have also the generation of an abundance of 

electrical energy. 

competitively interlaced vith solar. natural gas, 

hydrogen. 

tunnel? Put hydrogen in the tunnel, in cans anybody's 

afraid Of hydrogen. 

You can take that and combine it 

Do you want to knov vhat to do vith the 

But the point is, just don't nit 

hers, do it. Don't talk to them, talk to each other. 

You are the people and you are the boss. 

or not, you are the President and the Congrees of the 

United Statee. They are soldiers. good onaa. And 

they vi11 do vhat they're told. 

Believe it 

And it's Up to YOU to 
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tell your Congress.and your President what you want 

them to do. Not just for you, but ror a l l  humanity 

and a l l  the environment for the rest of human time. 

That's about 4 112 to 5 billion yeare. Can you do 

that? I think you can. And I'm waiting. 

JOE BACA 

BACA: I would like to suqgeet one thing 

to W E  or the persons who are clearing these people 

for Q clearances from now on. When I wae out there et 

the Nevada Test Site, like I told you before, there 

were people out there over Bafety, alcoholics with 

p clearances, you couldn't believe. You had managers 

d N n k  every day. And that'e the truth. Thank you. 

JOLLE LO* 

LONNER: I just want to point out that as 

ws give our names and we have our addrssses on the 

card, this person ie coming around taking photographs 

of everyone who le speaking, as well as having our 

testimony written down; and it makes me kind of 

nervoue. 

HENDBRSON: Do you not want me to take 
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have an effeot; because that's what people do when 

they think about the Ecosystem. They any this 

Ecosystem is way more complex then we can ever 

imagine, eo we're going to err on the eide that we 

don't know what we're talking about and try to figure 

out some other way. 

when they understand how the earth works, because they 

understand that they can never understand how the 

earth works. If that makes any eense, but in my mind 

it does. 

Because that's what people do 

So I would just like to point out 

that the DOE keeps saying that they've turned a new 

Lace and they're being honest, but it's just PR; it'e 

just crap. It's just greenwashing. It's not real. 

They don't know anything about Ecosystem Management. 

They don't understand how when they dump lots of 

radioactivity in the soil, it's going to affect the 

Water, it'e going to affect the eoil microbes. It's 

going to affect the vegetation. 

it's going to do in 10,000 years. 

comments that I have. 

We have no idea what 

That's one of the 

I don't know i f  you want to reply 

to that first and then I can go on to my second one. 

ELLE: One of the things I would invite 

you to do Is participate with US in the Resource 
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photographe? 

LONNER: No, I don't. 

HENDERSON: Okay. 

(NO PHOTMiRAPNS WERE TAKEN AT THIS TIME) 

UJNNER: But just think about that when 

we think about the W E  and their new and friendly 

terms and how they've turned e new face, because I 

don't believe it. 

nervous, so let ne calm down here. 

Speaking in public makes ms 

Just glancing over the EIS today, 

I realieed that the DOE had e lot of greenwash, a lot 

of talk about Ecosystsm Msnagement. 

that the DOE doe8 not understand what Ecoeystem 

Management means. When I learn about Ecoeystem 

Uanagement, I learn about how everythlng is 

interconnected. 

planet, it may affect the soil. When we do something 

to tho soil, it may affect the rain. 

something to whatever, it may affsot something out. 

And it nay ripple out and ripple out and ripple out 

for many, many years to come. When the W E  talks 

about Ecoayetem mnagement, and how that's what 

they'ra going to apply to the Nevada Test Site, it'e 

crsp. 

Uanagement, they would err on the sido of this could 

And ''9 afraid 

How when we do something to one 

when ve do 

Because if they really believed in Ecosystem 

Bechtel Nevada 
Reporting Services 

!2 

Uansqement Planning process that wa have. One of tho 

reasons that we issued Volume I1 of this EIS is to 

invito the public to help ue define the content or the 
ReSoUrce Hanagament Plan. And i f  you aro ooncerned 

about whether or not we know what we're doing, then 

one way you can help us is to psrticipate with US in 

the development of that activity. And your comments 

help us do that. 

WNNER: I would just really question as 

to whether the DOE really wants anybody's impact or 

they would just rather hire a PR for them to say, 'oh, 

yeah. Ecosystem Uanagement, that's what you would ssy, 

that's what the ' 90 's  term is. Yeah, yeah, say that. 

They'll believe you and that will be groat." 

ELLE: Ie Tim here? Did Tim leave? 

XI-: (STOOD UP) Right here. 

ELLE: Tim Killan is the W E  pereon 

that's managing this Resource Uanagement Plan. 

talk to him and give him your name. he'll make eure 

that you get involved in the process, i f  you want to 

do that. 

If you 

LONNER: Yeah, I would. My second 

Comment: In the EIS, I was reading under the 

unavoidable adverse effects. And it says, quote: 

"Because of low groundwater velocities; migration of 
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closed permanent and cleaned up. 

more potential hazards then we've already had. 

We don't need any 

We 
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radionuclides to the neareet water will take about 

750 years. The calculations indicate that tritium 

with a half-life of 12.5 years would decay to 

negligible levale long before reaching potential 

Water.. Now, right under that in the EIS. a few 

paragraphs in, it saye: .Recent field studias 

revealed a higher probability for contamination 

migration then previously aseumed." 

is, how can ws be sure that the newer undiscloeed 

mlgration rates are not going to render the E15 

inaccurate causing health hazards to the publJe7 

So my question 

ELLE: One of the waye we do that, is as 

we got new information and we look at the impact 

analysis that we've done in this documant, if there le 

changee, if there are questions, then they would be 

raised again in another Environmental Impact Statement 

like this. 

UNNER: Okay. It'e just the same game. 

And YOU have Beatty thnt has bean leaking radiation. 

the scientiets knew about it and they eaid, "Oh, you 

knov, this can't bo right because the radiation is 

leaking way more then we ever assumed it would; eo we 

must be wrong. Okay, we're going to wait a year and 

study it again." 60 they study it again, and a year 

later, boom, they realixe, "Oh. well, we were right, 
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(UUGHTER) 

TIHOTHYI we round out that we cannot 

t N S t  What the W E  Says about the fallout. If YOU're 

familiar with the Trietate Congreesional Hearings that 

want on in '79 and ' B O ,  they nisrepraeanted the 

dosimeters or the amounte of Callouts in their own 

documents by a factor of 1,000. 

up to 1,000 times more radiation then whet they wmre 

recording that we were getting. Dr. Robert Penelton 

wee the one who conducted those studies. That 

information is also in the court records that were 

taken and subpoenaed and deposition by the United 

states Attorney General. 

the same time, so I know these facts to be true. The 

factor of 1,ooo aeems to coma up quite consistently 

with the errore of the WE. 

So we were receiving 

They took his and mine at 

Hy proposal and my question to the 

W E  at this time, is why are they not finishing the 

first test before they want to start doing new things? 

There has not been any effort made to find out what 

the effecta are on lov-level radiation or on people. 

There's one page in all those papers that talk about 

the effects on people, one page. There's probably 

5,000 pages In that material. 

the effecta? 

When do we get to tell 

why isn't the W E  interested in the 

24 
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sorry." You know? Dnd now you have a whole huge, 

disaster in Beatty. And now we're looking at the same 

thing saying we juet -- you did your E16 with this 
information eaying that radiation wouldn't leak, and 

now you have this new information that radiation 

leaks. So you're going to study it again while you're 

still dumping nuclear vasto out thore. It mekesrno 

Benne. Studying it while it's etill leaking ie 

stupid. I mean. we can probably match back and forth, 

but I'm done. 

ELLE: Thank you very much. 

D A W  T I M m Y  

TIMOTHY: I'm Dave Tinothy. I'm one of 

the guinea pige -- you wanted to qualify who we were. 
I'm one of the guinea pige of the government's nuclear 

test program. I waa drafted into the servica, or 

maybe I should say I feel like I was drafted Into the 

eervice, into the military at the age of 18 after 

being exposed repeatedly to lov-level fallout for a 

number of years. By the time I wan 18, I had thyroid 

cancer. If you'd like a better picture, I'll give you 

e good one with the governmsnt's records. 

(INDICATING TO JIM HENDERSON BY OPENING HIS SHIRT) 
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me, yes. 

TIMOTHY: You said you would. I asked if 

you would personally, did I not? 

I U E :  Yes. 

TIMOTXY: Did you? 

26 

ELLE: I have not done that, no. 

TIMOTHY: Okay. There's a classic 

example. We asked for information, it doesn't come. 

Now, iC you balieve that these proposals are what's 

going to happen, think agaln, it won't. They're going 

to do whatever they've decided unless wa stop them. 

And we're going to have to unite. 

to do as the gentleman previous to me.steted, we're 

going to have to get to our congressmen, senators. 

And we've got to be vocal. This has got to get to our 

friends and neighbors and into the media or we'll 

never get this stopped. 

us8 this for a waste disposal site Cor the whole 

nation. 

Tuilla or Dougway, have you heard the nsws on that 

latsly at their site there? 

illnesses. cancers. The government says there are 

this many. (Indicating) The people have done their 

Ws8re going to have 

They have already decided to 

If you're familiar wlth what's going on up in 

They have massive 

surveys and they found out that there's this many. 

(Indicating) The name discrepancies asem to follow 
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NIELsENS Thank YOU. I have Some 

oonoerns, some of the similar concerns that were 

28 

I 30 

already mentioned. And maybe you could elaborate a 

little more; SpeciCically, on the time frames and the 

integration OC decisions being made in other EISs and 

the impacts that they'll have at the Test Site. 

exampla, I think one or the decisions pending in 

For 

another .E18 iS the possible QtOragQ 01 plutonium at 

the Test Site. 

prior to the Final Record of Decision for the Nevada 

Test Site or would that come aEterwards, or how are 

those decisions integrated? 

Is that decision going to be made 

E U E :  I believe in terms of that 

decision-naking process, our EIS will be done before 

that decision is made. If in fact a decision is mads 

to place plutonium Cor long-term storage at the Test 

Site, then there would be another E18 or a NEPA 

document written to support that decision. 

programmatic decision may be made. 

another public process to Cully assess the impacts of 

that activity. 

so the 

There will be 

NIELSEN: WOU. given some or the public 

discussion about the mishandling of the Waste 

Management PEIS and the fact that this is baing -- tha 
Nevada Test Site is being dons internally. I just 
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through in about the same proportlons. 

factor o f  1,000 comes pretty close. 

I think a 

We, the peoplo, want that Site 

closed permanent. No more etoraqe, no more dispersant 

of any types of material there. We foe1 very strongly 

about this. Some of us reel like that it's our . 
survival, our lives that's at stake hero. So far, 

we've had no sfC0L-t to find out what the effects are. 

I propose that w e  do sone more study on what the 

effects on the people are. real studies. Not DOE 

studies, rsal honest studies. Number two, let's get 

some serious medical interest in here to find out what 

the long-term effects of this radiation are. Third, 

let's get some decent'compensatlon and disability to 

those that have been damaged by this. This imaginary 

fence around the Test Sits, that the Iallout and the 

radiation doesn't go passed, is bunk. It's not so. 

Please, if you want to survive 

this me88 that's being set up and created, do' 

something or they'll do it, they'll run over US. A n d  

they will eventually destroy us if w e  allow them. 

Thank you. 

PICX NIELBEU 

I 
Bechtel Nsvada 
Reporting Services 

1 

I 

1 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

11 

11 

( I  

13 

14 

I! 

11 

11 

11 

l! 

21 

21 

2; 

2: 

2t 

21 

4 1  

wonder what type of integration in theee decisions -- 
is it really going to take place? 

ELLE: Well, one OC the thing8 I tried to 

point out is that w e  have made a signiIicant efCort 

trying to be consistent with other documents as 

32 

they've bean developed. To the extent that we have an 

alternative in our document that would include storage 

of plutonium, the same alternative that's in the 

xaterial Disposition Document; we are consistent. 

NIELSEN: Another question I have along 

the same lines, is in regards to the decisions for the 

Nevada Test Site Site-wide EIS spacifically. In the 

Rssource Management Plan, it lists e chart hero that 

shows that the Record of Decision will be made and 

then after that's made. then the comitment to 

complete the Resource Management Plan and Complete the 

Transportation Plan will be done after you've made the 

decisions and select the alternatives and propose 

projects. 

sense to complete the Resource Manaqement Plan and 

have the goals established for your Resource 

Management Plan before you go ahead and make 

selections for your proposed activities. 

It would seem to me that it would mako more 

ELLE: I think the process we have 

established in the senne of having a framework Cor a 

Bechtel Nevada 
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W E .  I'm wonderlng lf lt's appropriate for a private 

organiratlon baing funded by the DOE to be mollcited 

for commente to make recomendatlons to ostablleh 

resource management goale at the Nevada Test Site? 
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Resource Management Plan wlth a proposed set of goals 

end asking the publlc to help us define batter the 

full content of that document, allows US to engage In 

resource management planning in a reallstlc way. It 

le not, at least in our expectatlon. possible to 

finish that plan in the short time left before we 

flnlsh the EIS. 

that we undertake. 

But it wlll be (I committed procees 

NIELSEN: Can I ask you why you're in 

" I such a hurry to flnlsh the E181 

E m :  AS I trled to nay before, the 

Secretary's objoctlve in having these documente 

wrltten and produced and flnlshed 1s 1 S  months. Her 

objoctlve is both In terms of gettlng realietlo 

information out to the public in a rapid way. as much 

as to save monay. 

this, tho more It costs to get It done. 

Because the longer we take to do 

NIELSEN: Okay. I had one more question 

wlth regards to the Resource Management Plan. You 

make speclflc reference to sollcltlng outside input 

and publlc input lnto the plan. And epeciflcally, you 

mentioned the Community Reuse Organiaatlon. 

correct me if I'm wrong, but I think they ere now 

called the Nevada Test site Development corporation. 

And I think they're operating under a grant from the 

And 

NIELSEN: Okay. Well, I would recommend 

that any prlvats venture, or publlc privata 

partnerahlp Which pcOQOSeS the use Of the NTS as an 

operating alto, be opened to further review under NEPA 

Cor environmental lmpacte and allow for aufllclant 

publlc input. Thank you. 
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accomplish that. I respectfully suggest that that 

skllled work force that wan so successful in' bringing 

the Cold War to an end, lt's absolutely the best work 

force nov to deal '4th the remaining problems. 

4 4  

tend to repeat and repeat, you know. many of the same 

concerns end much of the name dlalogue. So I thlnk 

sometimen it's important to kind of point out what are 

the real needs and what are the real problems. NOV, 

In terms of that, you know, this 1,360-square-mile 

Test Slte serves an thls natlon's outdoor laboratory. 

And every great nation needs an outdoor laboratory in 

pursult of its natlonal security. The Test Slte has 

admirably done that for a great number of years. 

The Cold War wan e fearful effort 

on the part of the Sovlete to galn nuclear 

supremacy. And In that process, they literally raped 

three generations of their people. 

they lost. And thank God, that Cold War baalcally in 

over. Most of us hope and pray that the need for 

full-scale testlng will never again to arrive. And I 

respectfully suggest that the best way to prevent 

full-scale resumption of nuclear testing 1s to 

maintain e readiness capabllity that would serve as a 

deterrence to anybody whoever wants to embark on a 

venture like that again. In my lifetime, we have 

fought four wars in thls country. And we've lost 

three plsces. And the last one is stlll klnd of 

And ultlmately. , 

shaky. And that bothors me. 

The Test Site 1s unlquely suited 
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PUNCAS: My nama le 8111 Plangaa and I'm 

here to make a couple of commente In support of 

continuing the activity for the Nevada Test Slte. 

~ ' v e  been t o ' a  great number of these meetings and we 
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some places in Western Colarado. There's a Caw areas 

in Ner Mexico and whatnot. But none or them has tha 
superior qualities the Nevada Tent Site has, with its 

national security, with its deep water table, the fact 

it's not on ths -- it has not bean encroached by 
population and so on. 

I urge -- you know, in these 

meetings, wa ell have our agendaa and we all have our 

viewpoints. And I respectfully urga everyone here to 

exarcisa comacan courtesy, respebt for other people's 

opinions. 

meeting our mutual renponsibilitias. 

And dediceta each and every ona of US to 

Thank you. 

VASCONIi Jim Hendarson, IC you want to 

take my picture, Can1 Cree to do so. 

work for W E ,  by the way. 

approximately the last 2 112 years. He's on the NTS 

Site SpeciCic Advisory Board; better known as CAB, 

Jim does not 

I have been around Jim Cor 

Community Advisory Board. That involves some 

10 people that are well diversified within the 

community of southern Nevada. 

month, the Cirst Wednesday. We sir our views. We go 

through and discuse issues. 

And we meat onca a 

We broke an BIS down into 

Bechtel Nevada 
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produce things out oC the ordinary. Wall, I think 

It's time we let them in. We've got a lot of kids 

graduating Crom college in this tom. 

technologies, they've got to go to another state. 

Now, believe ma, we've produced all the people we need 

to change sheets In hotels or be bartenders in 

casinos. 

the young people graduating from UNLV and Reno to Come 

down here and get involved with these businssans and 

new technologies. 

action. 

economy oC Southern Nevada. 

As Car as 

what you need to do is make it possible Cor 

Come d o m  and get a piece of the 

There's nothing vrong with tho diversified 

NOW. we can stand here and bad-rap 

DOE, but name another country where the people get to 

sit and talk snd rind their Caults with what they're 

doing. 

Russia was going to collapse in any number oC 

countries? It wasn't that long ago where I thought 

they could close the front gate of the Test Site and 

Hell, was it so long ago that you thought that 

do any denn thing they wanted to. 

I started working out there in 

1964. I worked off and on out there probably soma l?, 

, 18 years. I've bean a construction worker 3 1 .  That 

Test Bite paid Cor a lot of collage educationa, built 

a lot of houses. It meant a lot to Nye County and 
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Ccur parts. And naturally, us kind oC driCt towards 

the one0 wn like. Jim has been a member OC that 

camnittee, like I say, Cor 2 112 years and I 

appreciate his efcorts. Again, he done not work for 

we. 
W E ,  AEC. now wa all know that 

they did have a place In our lives. The older you 

get, the more you realize they probably did -- not 
getting oCC into the wars and all. 

was done out thera did secure our future Cor our 

younger peoplo, regardless of what you think. NOW, 

Colks. there was 918 devices axploded out thare. Some 

or them above the surface, the vast majority of them 

underground. 

convince an old country boy like ne that you're going 

to go out there and plant corn in ton years. 

qoing to happen. 

You keep tha areas aecured. 

you've got a number oC individuals and organlzations 

that want to come on board and utilize the Cutures 

that exist at tha Nevada Test Site. 

But the work that 

You're going to be hardpressed to 

It'n not 

But there can be coematio cleanup. 

At the present tine, 

Yes. we ars the NTS Oevelopment 

Corporation mads up of a good many businessmen here in 

southern Nevada that want to bring in new 

technologles, offer businesses an opportunity to 

Bechtel Nevada 
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_ _ _ _ ~  

soma of the other communities that you don't hear 

about. 

economy oC Southern Nevada. They'd like to get 

involved w i t h  those technologies. 

them the chance. Now, this valley has grovn,Crom scma 

85,000, when I Cirst got here. to a million. They say 

in 16 more yeare, thera's going to be two million 

people here. Well, maybe we ought to givo It back to 

Arizona or Northern California or Southern California 

cr something, because it's damn sure Northern IA. 

Those people would llko to nee the diversiCiad 

You ought to give 

NOW, these folks are telling you 

they don't want that waste to come throuqh Las Vagas, 

they don't want it to colDp through nya county. I ' 

38 

agree. By cod, we got -- us can go right there to 
carlin, come on down Carlin and toward the 

Smoky Valley. 

geographical center oC Nevada and go on to that Test 

site. 

Cor mining. 

Cor recreation. 

taken care oC, w e  may have a system that nay last 

hundreds oC years. 

Put your rail system dead center, 

when you Colks get done using it, we can use it 

we can una it Cor cattle. we can use it 

But long after you get that Test Site 

Well, that's just about all I had 

to say, except I want you Colks In W E  to know that 

peopla like ma appreciate the tact that we're doing 
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we strongly fsal that a second revised Draft EIS for 

the Test Site 1s needed that Will address the many 

concerns of the genaral public, both in Nevada and in 

Utah that havo arieon basod on tho content of this 

first Draft BIS. Also, plana for the interim storage 
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so 

something about tho wasto. We are involved in 

environmental restoration. You're giving US an 

opportunity to express our views. 

it. Thank you. 

And I appreciate 

ELLE: Thank you. 

findings to thio point include a strong encouragement 

to the WE to emphaaile a comproheneivo environmental 

claanup of the Test Site. 

cleanup not limited to the nuclear hot spots, such as 

Areas 3 and 5; but rigorously include chemical 

This should be a broad base 

39 

45 

CNMBERUIN: I'm Allan Chamberlain. I'm 

e geologist up in Lincoln County. 

great sweeping stateasnte to make other than just 

right to the document itself. 

short colnmsnt. A n d  thoro's a lot of commente I'd liko 

to make. 

and it was a lot of fun to read, especially the 

geologic parte of this, since I am a geologiet. But 

those of you who have your document, if you want to 

open it up to Volume I. Chapter I on Page 4-97, 

Line 16 and 11. 

probably the geologically best known large area within 

the United Statos. That'e really an absurd etatement. 

The beet known geologic area? And I've never had tha 

opportunity to go out there and look at the rocks and 

all the geologic community. 

I don't havo any 

I just want to make s 

I spent a few hours last night reading it 

It eaye the Nevada Test Site is 

A question I have is, you know, 

of nuclear waste, such as the site U.S. Senate is 

currently considering, end not addressed jn thle Draft 

EIS. 
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42 

KRENZIW: Larry Krenrien. I believe 

that the Alternatlvee 2 and 4 cannot be coneidered at 

this tho. The Congressional moratorium OC September 

'92 end extended by President Clinton directed the W E  

to maintain their capability to resumo nuclear 

tenting, if required. Even if the zero Yield 

Comprehenelve Test Ban Treaty is signed in the futuro, 

the safeguards that the United States would insist 

upon in the CrBT, would require that the Nevada Test 

Site be available for testing. hlternatlves 1 and 4 

would oomplotely do away with the infrastructure 

required to conduct the underground nuclear teste. 
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will w e  ever have an opportunity to go out and l w k  at 

that? will it be opened up to the geologic community 

eo wa can go out and look at thoeo outcrope and Verify 

some of the geology; can we do that? That's a 

question I have. 

ELLB: If you want a tour of the Test 

Site, we can arrange that at any time. ,And I think, in 

geological siting, when we had a meeting here in 

Las'Vegas, did epend eome time at tho Tost Site. 

MMBERLAIN: What about going Out and 

studying and measuring eectlons and taking samples of 

tho outcrop0 and things like that? Is that going to 

be opened up to the general geologic community? 

E m :  Ae far an I k n w ,  eoms of that 

information is available in published documents. And 

we can probably put you in contact with eome 

geologists to holp you answer that question. 

CHAMBERUIN: Okay. But I'd like to go 

verify it myself. 

Test Site, I find that 95 porcont of the public 

document? ara wrong. 

verify eome of the geology. So anyway, that's just a 

comment I'd like to add to it. Or take the statement 

out, It's not the geologically beet known area, It's 

just not. So thank you. 

Having worked just north of the 

But I'd like to go out there and 
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48 

objects to this Dract Environmental Impact statement 

Cor the Nevada Test Site Cor the following reasons: 

Although, one OC the most important objection, the 

inclusion OC coyote Spring Valley, Eldorado Valley, 

and Dry Lake Valley in this Drart EIS, is 

$fj inappropriate. The inclusion for consideration in 

this Draft EIS of land not within the Test Site servos 

only to conruse the purpose of this document. 

Furthermore, the DOE does not even have jurisdiction 

over these unrelated parcels. Of the CoUC 

alternatives, the W E  has not clearly indicated in 

this Draft EIS which 0 C  the tour alternatives io 

closeat to the final plan I would like to have 

implemented. 

the DOE, the Sierra Club Would like the W E  to be much 

more forthcoming in informing the general public OC 

what it really wante. A March 6th. 1996 La@ Vegas Sun 

articlo covering the DOE public meeting in St. George, 

Utah, reported that nr. Elle -- and I quote Crom the 
Sun: "1 acknowledge that the W E  is reluctant to 

consider outright olosure." 

reconmend outright closure, but the W E  1s obviously 

already discounting one OC its tour alternatives. IC 

this le true, what is the WE'e actual preference? 

These very important departmental policies should be 

As this Cinal decision will be made by 

The Sierra Club does not 
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HXCHABL DEPLORIA 

DEBLORIA: I Want to make one little 

statement about tho labor unions. We do not want to 

keep that Test Site open juet to make work. 

GATT -- the labor unions stood back and watched NAFTA 
and GATT move a l l  our Cactories overseas using 

taxpayer's money. You underetand that? And just 

today, I heard that labor unions are going to give 

Clinton 35 more million dollare Cor his campaign 

contributions, which means to any we want four more 

years or corruption. 

government le claiming that 86 percent of Nevada land 

belongs to the U.S. government. Several other Western 

states in Alaska also have been victimized by the U.S. 

government. The U . S .  governmint also tried to claim 

the Alaska o i l  deposits. IC they would have, the 

people in Alaska Would not be getting the 

$l,OOo-a-year bonus from the oil procite. The Cormer 

present governors and Nevada politicians could care 

less who owns the land. All they seem to worry about 

is how much their peneion le going to be. 

could care lees. Judges and lawyers don't care. In 

fact, nobody care8 oxcept the American Indians. So 

who does this land belong to, which is made up of 

NAPTA and 

The United Statee federal 

The casinos 
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18 I clearly evident in the DraCt 815. 
'nt' thereor renders this document incomplete, hollow, and 

And the mission 

19 

mialeading. 

We object to the feet-track 

approach which the DOE is taking to speed this DraCt 

Environmental Impact Statement to a final version 

without a more meaningiul public opinion input on any 

proposed revisions becore the issuance OC a Record OC 

Decision for the Test site. Just because 

Secretary O'Leary has directed that this Draft EIS be 

completed in about 15 months does not mean that this 

is an adequate amount OC time to complete the 

necessary public two-way dialogues on an issue OC this 

importance. 

ieeuanCe OC a second revised Dratt Environments1 

Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site which will 

address Cully the concerns and Criticisms brought to 

the attention OC the DOE through the series of public 

meetings. 

clearer statement of the actual DOE preterred 

alternative use for the Site. 

The sierra Club would like to see the 

0 

And we would like the W E  to present a much 

51 

Thank YOU. 
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parts OC Weetern states? 

to7 

who does it really belong 

The collowing information was 

taken from a newsletter several years ago. The 

purpoas or the newsletter was to outlino the current 

status or the ongoing dhlogue and negotiations 

betweon the Western Shoshone Nations and the United 

states government. 

Council is committed end dedicated to the preeervation 

or ancestral lands, culture and traditions. There has 

alwaye beon a Western Shoshone Council Cor the Western 

Shoshone Nations. Prom facts available today, this 

council dates back to the time immortal. The United 

States recognizes Shoshone title to thie ancestral 

land at Ruby Valley in 1863 when they solemnly signed 

a Treaty OC Peace and Friendship known as this Treaty 

of Ruby Valley. 

or abrogated. 

and international lev just like other treaties OC the 

United States and other nations. What began as an act 

OC Western Shoshone goodwill to facilitate travel to 

California, is being perverted by the tederal 

government to swindle the Western Shoshone people out 

OC their land and therelore their livelihood. 

The Western Shoshone National 

This treaty has never been modiCied 

It still stands as a form of domeatic . 

Tho govcrnmont's legal 
~~~ ~ 
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manipulatiom over the yearn have h e n  complici,ty and 

ConCueing. The m s t  shamsless attempt to defraud the 

Weetern Bhoshona people occurred in 1979 when tho 

government tried to pay the Western Shoehone 

25 million dollars Cor just 15 cents pnr ecre Cor lend 

that has never bean for sela. This one says, 

'Transaction proves without a shadow OC a doubt that 

the Treaty of 1863 wan and still in a legal docunnnt.. 

But the govorment claiming to im a trustee put the 

money into e govsrment account and calhd it 

transaction completed. And Jack Anderson wrote in the 

Washington Post 18 April 1984, " m a  governmant argued 

SoMWhat absurdly that just by ite OCCar 'of payment, 

it beWEn tha owner Of Shoshone land, and thus the 

Indians ware trespasoing.* 

reel estate making an offer that can't be retuned 

should strike rear in the hearts OC every homeowner in 

the Unitad states. 

This Codcather theory or 

The U.S. taxpayere that help our 

Uncle 801 generouely gave the etate of Israel 

taxpayer's money, 84 billion dollar taxpayer's money 

Cor Crnn since 1948; plus donnetic and other Coreign 

aid, to help Israel take back the land that they claim 

wan theire 5,000 years ago. Shouldn't the American 

Indians get squal treatnnnt and be compsnsated for all 
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srallpox virus or hundreds Starved or Croae to death 

because the aqante had stolen their treaty goode. 

About two years alter the 1858 Treaty, a D r .  waltor 

Berley (ph), a 0.8 .  agent, wan caught etealinq many 

eupplles set In payment of that year's annuity. 

Baarding school Cor Indians were 

havens for pndiophelieca (sic). Ganerationa 0 C  boye 

and girls of sadistic, sexual, violations for 

perverts. Many of them ware priesta and nune. IC the 

children complained, they were whipped for making 

trouble. In tho 1970e. thin was still goinq on. The 

. most notorious Indian boarding echo01 was tho 

Intermountain Sohool near Provo, Utah, run by the 

Mormon church. Hundreds of Indians died trying to 

escape to the mountains. 

on thin subject. Today, in practice, the U . 8 .  Bill of 

Rights does not apply to reservation Indiana. They 

ere not free to bear a m ,  not free to prectica their 

religion. Unemployment is B O  percent. Are American 

Indiens getting equal aCfirmative action beneCite-7 

The church remained silent 

The Bisenhouer Administration Plan 

was to depopulate the Indian population in 1950 and 

1960, and integrate Indians into urban. And then the 

government could take the rant OC the Indian'e lend eo 

on one slss could be left to object. The Bisenhower'e 
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the pain and euCferIng7 

NOW, thin 1s Croo a book by 

Russell MeaM (ph), e native. herican Indian. You 

w i l l  not nee, read, or hear about this in the history 

boola anywher.' In the United States. 

overlooking the Missouri River in e 14-Coot n q y e  

gray stone pillar reads: .To conmemorate the Treaty 

between the United States or America and the anclant 

tribe OC the 8uereu (ph) Dokota Indians conoluded at 

Washington DC April the 19th. 1818. ratiClnd by the 

senate February 16, 1859.- The real etoryr Sevaral 

Indian leadere were takan to Washington Dc and kept in 

their hotel room Cor months. in-house arrast; 

pennilese, homelsse and confused by vhiskay and wand 

promises. They cednd millions of acre0 OC ancestral 

hunting ground to the U.8. Reserve reeervingbnly 

430,000 acres Cor themsalves and daecenda. The Suareu 

to im paid 1.6 million during 50 yearn. 

cash, the government supplied tham with food, 

clothing, Cam nquipment, liveetock, and othqr 

neceseities. 

but payments in Equipment. They would later ba 

alaughterad lika the 400 million buCCalo, dozene OC 

small epidemics reduced by the President's agents 

after they dletributed blankete lnlectod with the 

On a knoll 

Instead OC 

Tho Indian population decreased slowly 

Bochtel Hevada ' 
Roporting Services 

1 

1 

a 
4 

8 

I 

1 

I 

9 

11 

11 

li 

11 

11 

l! 

11 

11 

11 

l! 

I 

21 

ti 

a 

21 

21 

61 

Program knows that the termination had g r m  out 0 C  

the Bureau or Indian ACCairs Policy from the Truman 

years; e plan d r e m d  up by Doware (ph) Deameyer (ph), 

tha men who had run PDR'a concentration camps to rid 

American Indians; the campe Cor American citlisns OC 

Jepanese anceetry during World War 11. 

designed to rid the American Indian nations by buylnq 

up Indien lend Cor e lump nun paid at 1950 prices. 

Tribal councils often were nothing more than 

extensions OC Bureau OC Indian Affairs, rubber stamps, 

or policies created in Weehington. Over 60 Indian 

natione had been terminated end wan no longer 

recognized an e eovereign nation. L i f e  expectancy is 

very low for Indians. 

This wen 

Teddy Rooeevelt balievnd thet 

Indian savagee ehould have been exterminated because 

they had no right to land that they didn't know how to 

use propnrly. He representnd the deep tone OC 

manifest deetiny, the doctrine popularized by 

JeCCeraon. It claimed, in essence, that Cod had 

intended all North American Indians Cor European men. 

The truth ebout Thanksgiving. Actor a colonial 

militia had returned from murdering men, how they 

slaughtered them. A n d  that'e how they celebrated 

Thankegiving, they'd slaughter the Indiana, then they 
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appendix to the DEIS.. I mean, it's counterproductive 

to say we're going to tell the publ!c everything that 

could affect their saKety and then have e claseified 

appendix where vital information is concealed. 

62 

had a party. 

wy offer or $5,000 cash is still 

available if any government agency eolvee the problem. 

The way I look at it, the govelllPent employees who 

draws checks reminds me of Hitler'e Gestapo. You know 

you're doing wrong. 

shape. It's up to you to etraighten it out. Every 

man, woman, town, city, state must get involved and 

You know the country ia in bad 

. solve their own problems. our federal government 
von't or can't eolve problems, eimple problema. 

BLLE: Thank you for your comment. 

j4 

NC GIMIIS: Good evening. ny name in 

Paul nacinnim. I'm a raeearcher. I do a lot of work 

Another thlng that they mentioned 

in the Draft BIS, but they don't give you any further 

details on, they mentioned the plutonium contamination 

in Area 13 of the Nellie Air Forcs Range Complex. The 

with government documents. 

about tonight are the things that I'm aware of that 

have beair omitted from the Draft BIS. Some of the 

item I'm going to talk about have been the eubject of 

a Freedom of Information Act caee that the DOE has not 

responded to yet. What I'm baslcelly going to talk 

about is some things that, I don't know, maybe it's 

for reasons of national security they can't tell you. 

And what I'm going to talk 

52 I They mentioned tonlght that there is a classified 

j5 

~~ 
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Freedom of Information Act. I just don't fael that 

when tho W E  conceals relevant information like that, 

that they're really making a good faith Offort at thie 

EIS.  And like I say, I've got copies of material with 
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thie air  space is under the control of the Nevada 

Operations office. Even though It's an Air Force 

Base, it's on the Nellie Range. 

I have some documents tonight I'm 

going to pass out, I have extra coplea based on my 

vork. But some of the filee that'have been releaeed 

from the AEC days, olearly show the connection between 

the Department of Energy's predeceeeor and that base. 

For example, I have a copy of a 1957 preee release 

from the Atomio Energy Commieelon that states that e 

Nevada Test Site installation known ae Watertown 

strip, which wan the original name for thie place, has 

an air field1 and it's to the northeaet of the 

Test Slte and it i e  at Groom Lake. Another document 

that I have uncovered is this one here. Thie le a 

telex that olearly etates that baee, Watertown Strip, 

which was completed in 1956, and is a Nevada Test Site 

installation. Thin kind of thlng still goes on. If 

you look at the military maps, you can see that the 

Department of Energy supplies electrical power to the 

baee. Also, they provide road acceee on Valley Road 

and on Nercury Highway. And like I maid before, there 

le plutonium contamination in Area 13. It's just I 

don't understand why they can't nay that it's part of 

Groom Lake. 
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Another project that the W E  

studied, and I know that the Air Force has studied, 

that ie not in the Draft EIS. And I don't know the 

current etatue of it. There le a program operated 

under the code name of Timberwind (ph). It later 

beoame known as the Space Nuclear Thermal Propulsion 

Program. In this program. they were going to conduct 

nuclear rocket testing at Area 25 of the Nevada Teat 

Site, near Saddle Nountain. And if you want to 

consider safety hazards, consider a chemical rocket 

explosion like that of the space shuttle challenger or 

the titan missiles, except with a nuolear reactor on 

board. 

~~ ~ 
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DAVID BWCR 

Bum: My name le David Buer, and I'm 

with the Hevada Desert Experience. For 15 years, 

we've been offering faith-baeed protest out at the 

Nevada Test Site trying to end nuclear veapone testing 

forever. There's several things I'd like to talk 

about this evening. I think what we try to do in 

plumb the depths of the spirit. 

depths of morality. Not that we're experts in it, but 

that's kind of our vork and our effort. 

for our concern is the earth. Our concern i e  the 

native peoples who vere here before we vere and to try 

to do what'e right. 

Western Shoshone was raised. We've learned from our 

We try to plumb the 

'I think that 

And so the concern for the 
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But we would like to en0 a cleanup of the Nevada Tent 

Site beginning imediately, a caseation or any mora 

creation of nuclear want.. And we would like to nee 

employment -- netting our beet minde and talente to 
that task. 

actione out at the Tent site over the yeare of the 

Western Shoshone and their Ruby Valley Treaty of 1863. 

We believe that that needs to be honornd and 

roepocted. And eo Cor whatever option In -- whatevor 
courea of the four options is ant out upon, we would 

hope it would include the Western Shoshone. 

Of the four actione, we bolinvn in 

discontinuing all operatione. 

lot of work that doee need to be done in clnanlng up 

nuclear waste, but one of the riret thinge to do is 

etop making more of it. There'e enough work right now 

just to clean up the nuclear waete. 

Department of Ennrgy is involved with creating onergy 

Cor our country in a variety of waye. 

like to nee a ceeeation of nuclear energy immediately. 

We would like to nee our beet ninde of our country put 

at the task instead of creating more nuclear energy, 

or deeign a new type or nuclear weapone likn the 

experiments that aro going to be conducted, the 

subcritical teats in tho coming year. And I'd like to 

nee those teste stopped. 

We feel that thnrn's a 

I know that the 

And we would 

But we would hope that our 

country'e bent nindn will be put to uee tor eolar 

nnnrgy, for wind onargy, energy that in 

environmentally friendly. We believe that our country 
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has a oapability of really being a truly great 

country, but there's many things in our actlonm that I 

think raiee questions for UD. Ye havn thn potential, 

I think, we have the minde in our country, wn havn tho 

ability in our country to export solar energy around 

tho world; to allow peoplee around the world who have 

no acceee to electric energy. 

high tochnology waye that could be axportad around the 

world, eo that people who are out in outlying aream in 

Australia, and other parte of the world that have M 

accnee to electriolty, could get it from the nun. 

Perhaps the Nuclnar Tent Site in Nnvada horn can be 

used tor that. 

Try to develop waye, 

I have epoken w i t h  Chairman -- I*= 

sorry. I can't think of hie name of thn Wnetern 

Shoshone. I'm sorry, his name escapee me right now. 

I asked him about hie opinion -- Chief Raymond 

Yowl  (ph). I have epoken with him. I aeked h i e  

opinion about solar energy being developed at the 

Nevada Tent Site. And hn feele that there'e a 

poesibillty there. That In conjunotion ueing the . 

expartine of thn Department of Ennrgy, perhaps in 

conjunction w i t h  the poopla or the Western Shoshone, 

to try to croate Pore eolar power there on the Tent 

8ite. They nay not necessarily be opposed to that. 
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Comprahenalva Teat Ban Treaty. 

etatee are queetioning our motivee when we're trying 

to devnlop other teste that could possibly areat. more 

tachnologiee for nuolear weapons. 

But many nonnuclear 

Wo should bw gntting rid of thn 

whole idea of relying on nucloar wnaponn. 

be ueing our beet minda right now to find out way8 to 

gat rid of them. And we should be taking the lead on 

that in the worldwide community. 

truly be a great nation if we can help orsate a world 

where nualaar weapona areLoutlawad and their ume iw 

madn unthinkable. 

dimcontinustion or operations at the Test site. 

hope for promotion ol eolar energy in conjunction with 

the Wentarn Shoshone. We would like to nee t h w  land 

turned over to the Western Shoshone. We would like to 

see the Nevada Tent Site oleaned up beginning 

Wa whould 

And then we will 

So wn would hope for a 

we 

imediete1y. 

Thank you. 

ELLE: Thank you. 
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ROBERT TITUS 

TITUS: My name is Robert Titus. 

Or. Ella, I thought we were here to discuss the E18 

for the nevai Test Site. Most of the coments I've 

heard have been on either Yucca aountain or Area 51. 

nr. Flanges and nr. Kreneien have really stolen my 
thunder, so my comments will be quite short. But in 

consideration of the four alternativss, prime 

consideration should lm given to keeping Yucca Flats 

and Areas 19 and 20 up on the mesas, as are 

irreplaceable resource to start conducting nuclear 

weapons teats again if we ever have to. 

dangerous world and we don't know what it's going to 

be 5, 10, 15 years dovn the road. M d  YOU can't 

53 

We live in a 

replace the Nevada Test site anywhere else in the U.S. 

ELLE: Thank YOU. 

S W :  Good evening, ladies and 

gentlemen. 

speak when I came in hero this evening but I have to. 

I absolutely have to. Because I have somothing to 

teil you that is not emotional. it is based on 

Wy name is Vic Skaar. I did not intend to 
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For you, sir, I rsspeot the fact 

that you have had some problsms. I lost a dear buddy 

of mine that spent the same amount of time there with 

me; night and day wa were on that eite. 

however, was not related, not related to his exposure 

to plutonium. Now, why am I telling you t h i m ?  If it 

hadn't been for tha folks out there at the Teat Bite 

and what that has meant to the nation, those weapons 

would not have been abls to fall from 30,000 feet and 

fall safa. 

H i s  oanoer, 

Flfty-four useke in January of 

1967, another 8-53 with the similar 4 HE bombs crosssd 

in Tulla, aresnland. Those four weapons likewise went 

into the drink and never exploded no fissionable 

release. Doesn't that moan somathing? Why are we 

picking on the Taat site that served its purpose. 

There is a nsed for that technology to continue. I 

get upaet when I hear we're spending billions of 

dollare trying to clean up aomething that has no -- 
pardon me, *no* in not a right word. -- hae suspect 
health-related problems. There isn't enough scienco 

out there to say that something is going to kill you 

unless you're exposed to it. Zero exposure still 

equals zero risk. 

thls day in my life. I'm happy to be employed. I 

I'm a public health Supervisor at 
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personal experienoe. And I've listened to soma 

garbage out there that ie really nonscientifio 

garbage. 

And I want to share with you a 

couple of things. I spent 17 years in the United 

states Air Force. For most of those years, for about 

20 or 30 years, the strategic Air Command flew around 

the world w l t h  these weapons that were tested out 

there in those aircrafts. And on the 17th of January 

of 1966, during LI routine exercise over the Southern 

Spain, a B-52 and 131 collided. That night, I wee out 

there with a bunch of other people to clean up thet 

mess. Four of those weapons, those thermal nuclear 

weapons, four of them rei1 from 30,000 feet. one of 

them landed intact without no scare on it at all. 

Two of them landed in the HE, the high explOsive, and 

exploded upon impact and broke the fission material 

and released that. That went downwind. That's oalled 

Plutonium 239. I ate that stuff. I drank that stuff. 

I breathed that stuff for 81 days. I was tested for 

follow-up urinalysis. For 13 months after I left that 

site, I urinated plutonium. Thirty years ago, folks, 

and I'm alive. Scientifically, I guese I should be 

dead bscause I heard some of you say that this is the 

most deadly known substance known to man. 
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undarstand a little bit of what I was exposed to. And 

I'm darn glad that I was there, because the folks that 

were there did a darn good job or oleaninq up that 

part of Spain. 

that's not a desolate area out there today. That's a 

community of about 300 or 400 people. Now, I haven't 

seen it for 30 years; I do hope to go back eome day. 

And they're still livinq in that area, folks. Thsrs's 

a heok of a lot more radiation plutonium speoifically 

that we left behind in Spain than you'll find out here 

at any spot in that Test Bits. 

there every day; raise their vegetables, and are to my 

knowledge, still doinq all right. 

And I've got to tall you somathing, 

And those people live 

Well, I guess I am flnishad. I do 

appreciate the opportunity. 

got a message to share and I'm going to share it. 

going to share it as often ae I oan. Thank you. 

I sat here and said I've 

I'm 

ELLE: Thank you. 

CHIlIS BROm 

Bmm: Hi, my name is Chrie Brown. I'm 

representing the Campaign Cor Nevada's Future. 

campaign was Organized of local folks who are 

The 

64 I concerned about attempts by the Department of Energy 
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6 

and the federal governmant to continue to uee Nevada 

an the dumping ground Cor the netion's nuclear waste. 

Your Alternative 3 is one more example oC that and so 

we're oppoeed to Altarnative 3, the way it's written. 

We a l s o  feel that sons oC the 

examples that ere going on around the country, like in 

Fernald, thay're showing that through waate 

minimization, you can do e lot better job at cleani!q 

up and kaeping the waate on site. And the Taet Site 

should accslerats its own programe for environmental 

restoration. In fact. we would ouggost an 

Alternative S that ian't In the document, which would 
basically take tho Polar sits end continue that as 

pert of Altar,netiva 11 acoelsrate the snvironmontal 

restoration ectivities ne part oC Alternative 5. 

thon take what land hen not h e n  contaminated and turn 

it back to the Westarn Shoshone. And thana ahould be 

tho three elaments oC Alternativa 1. 

ectivities to continuo tho sCCectn and tho pursuit.oC 

the Cold War ara really not necessary. 

that it's important that in the expanded-use 

alternativa where the continual davelopmont oC new 

nuclear waapona is advocated through varioue meane 

through the subcritical, an you call them, or 

hydrodynamic tests! that tho rinks from Increased 

And 

The expanded-use 

And wa Caol 

6, 
8 

68 

Bechtel Nevada 
Reporting Services 

,partners. IC you w i l l ,  In the a m  race, ae we will 

surely recruit by pursuing such a path, should be 

included in this documant. That that is a risk and 

it's e very real rink to everyone. 

OC e nuclear war will be increased by pursuing the 

paths that are explored in Alternative a .  

that risk should be included in the document. 

In fact, the risk 

And thSt 
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thin -- you call this talking but you've already made 

your minds up. But you have to have so many of these 

~ O N ~ S  so that it looks legit. But I hops you really 

Jo1ADXA HOLLY 

HOLLY: I ' m  Jwanna Holly and I repreeent 

Campaign Cor Nevada Futurs and ala0 myselc an just a 

citiran here. I don't understand e lot of this lingo 

and really don't a w n  want to -- cara to even learn 
about it, becauee it'n -- to me, it's such the 

masculine in itm negative form. It wants to play with 

Its little toya and always have a pun. 

through this t o m  how it's changed dramatically and I 

aee averybody building up highar wallm, gated 

comunities. Get the weapons. You knw, everybody 

has'their private little weapon beceuse it's a 

dangaroue community. 

working on these things where we hava all them things 

because oC -- you know, we've got to protect oursslves 

from -- I think we need to protect oursalvas from 

ourselves. 

because we're totally poieoning ourselves. We're 

poisoning our nation, our plants, our animals. our 

people. And thank Cod, you're alive, but I euro es 

hell don't want a lot oC plutonium a0 that I can 

wee-wee it out or my body every day. I think It's e 

sad thing when you nay eomathing 1Iko that. 

And you 90 

And the WE is oonetantly 

That's where we're hiving problem, 

I feel like It'e very, very 
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In addition, just one comment 

about the document; nice purple cover. But the 

numbers in it constantly go back and forth from metric 

to English system. 

measurement oC the hectare. Who the hack known what 

araa It covarm. But It would be grant IC you would ba' 

consiatent, or at each place where you have a 

msaeuroment, 9iva um both msaauraments. So that those 

who ere Camiliar with the Bn9lish system can follow 

that, and thoas who are Camiliar with the metria can 

Collow that. 

mako0 Cor an unnecessarily conCusing document. 

And you even use that wonderful 

But this changing back and forth just 

Thank you. 

BLLB: Thank you. 

Bechtal Nevada 
Reporting servioos 

1 

2 

1 

4 

K 

6 

7 

* 8  

9 

10 

11 

12 

11 

14 

16 

18 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

7.2 

23 

24 

I 

Pages 74-77 



NEVAOA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRC 

1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

¶ 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

10 

10 

10 

21 

22 

3) 

24 

I 

- 78 

701 do listen to UE bacause it's rea1 important. 

Om. need to love Each other. 

WE all 

I know it Sounds runny for 

these rednecks to hear, country boys. 

(LAUGHTER) 

HOLLY: But you can do an awful lot by 

just touching. 

71 

BOB X m T E m  

retired TeEt site employee. 

word for the people who are still out there. 

they've baen a little bit neglected. especially in the 

E x .  1 noticed the socioeconomic impact there didn't 

really address how it would affect the geople who 

would be m s t  affected by this. 

I just wanted to say a 

I think 

It's very easy to 

~ ~ 

leaking, end I'm really glad that he didn't get eick. 

But the fact that bombs are exploding and that 

radiation is leaking, does not make me Coal any Eater; 

the fact that thls man was able to live. But I'm 6ure 

other paople were incredibly endangered by it. 

And the fact that we've had all 

these accidents is even more reason to be scared, is 

even more reason to realize that the DOE and the 

people who have handled nuclear bombs end nuclear 

radiation have not known what they wars doing. 

They'va put on a persona of being safe and knowing 

what they were doing. But In reality, they didn't. 

They didn't plan for those accIdent6. Those accidents 

happenad. And when they happened. they were like, oh, 

no, I guess we better do something about it. 

havo a feolinq that the DOE is still doing that. 

it doesn't make me feel safer to hear that someone ate 

plutonium and that they were okay. 

scary to me. 

And I 

And 

That's pretty 

Thank you. 

~ 
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. on their behalf. I hope they*-ll be considered when 

this decision made. 

ELLE: Thank YOU. ' 

JOLIO LONllSB 

LONNER: Hy understnnding 1.9 that the 

Teat Site employs about as many people as Treasure 

Island doas. 

percentage of the people in h e  Vegan who are going to 

lose jobs. And that was eomething I wanted to clear 

UP. 

We're not talking about s great 

YEN-: 

LONNER: 

But it's important to them., 

It is very Important to them but 

it was also very important to, let's say, the 88 

people to have jobs, too. It was very important to 

many people who made weapons Cor war. It was very 

important Cor people who made DDT. 

danqarous and people don't m k e  it anymore because it 

killed people and things and animals and the 

environment. But what I wanted to say, wae to address 

the other man who said he W a s  going to talk about 

But DDT is very 

science as oppoeed to the crap that he was hearing. 

Science talking about how bombs were falling out of 

the sky and they were exploding and radiation was 
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TOH nc wmn 

wc GOwm: Tom Haowan. This is my 

second time around. Juet to comment on the previous , 

ClOEing statemnt. If they ingested plutonium, they 

may ba oksy in the instance that they had no 

intestinal blockage of any kind. Othervise, they 

would be quite dead within three minutes, and that 

would typically be the case. 

my initial presentation. I'm just rounding it out. 

As I asserted, there is e broad range of activities 

possible and advisable for the Test Site; both nUClEalr 

TO follow to Page 2 of 

and nonnuclear characterization. I mean by that 

oCficial slash civilian context; dual'aspact. There 

is indeed a potential for an entire community, 

dedicated intentional comnunity to ba constructed and 

operated, administered right there a t  the Test Site 

with an outreach to a neogreater community throughout 

a l l  of southern Nevada end conceivably beyond, 

well-beyond . 
I would Indicate that YO are In 

the threshold of a new era. This is not the final 

chapter. 

in progress. Nuclear is not the problem, you and 

nature is the problem. We are quality deficient 

It's Page 1 of an on-going mUltiVO1ume work 
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advereed to oureelvee and everything around ue. 

Perhaps of human, spiritual, quality divisions, that 

would be at the expirality (ph) reason, integrity, 

reeponeible; and above a l l ,  consolence. And when w e  

get to the point where we deoide to change for the 

better, a l l  of this w i l l  change for the better just 

like that. But first, you have to decide. And that 

can take a fraction of a microeecond or the rest of 

human time. And if you've decided, we can begin. But 

you muet flret decide. The rest oi it ie n u b  and 

bolte routine, quite eimply etated. Not difficult at 

a l l :  You must flret decide what it le you want to do 

and then go ahead and do it. 

And Incidentally, to the good 

eoldiers, which 16 what they are, they don't formulate 

public policy. 

down to them mandatorily directed by the Congress of 

the United Statee who we eleot. 

fault-finding, it begins with US. We continue to , 

elect people who are quite incompetent and act on the 

basis of political oxpodiency and give these Cellowe 

orders to do thinge that are quite impossible, 

scientifically and technologically, absolutely 

impoeeible; and also unconeolonable. They havo no 

choice except to do it or give up eating. 

They carry out instructions handed 

If there'e any 

And 1 think 
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' 

wae reading Is that you've asked for a 

244-milliondollar budget increase for the testing end 

whatnot, the experiments that you're doing8 while 

cutting the environmental epending, an additional 

205 million? And eo, you know, just those figuree, 

which are of couree your requeet, lead me to believe 

that there'e something fishy about thie. That doesn't 

really make senee, that you're saying you want to 

clean thinge up but you want to cut spending on 

cleaning it up. Are you going to do it without money? 

Volume 3 

PONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

so far, they haven't given up eat!ng juet yet, have 

YOU? But in my view, you ehould. My view, you ehould 

tell the Congreee, "Hey, look, guys, this is a l l  

wrong.l So you're not going to do it, we have to do 

it. And when do you want to begin? Once again, make 

up your mind. 

going to do it Cor you. 

What do you want to do? They're not 

They can't. You have to do 

It. YOU decide you do it, the rest le history; and we 

change this world for the better. 

chance only. Thio ie tho last generation. W e  may be 

the generation that killed all mankind. Think about 

it. 

Wm've got one 

TROT JOllEB 

JONES: I know that you montionod bofore 

that the HR-1020 really has nothing to do with this. 

Although, in thie EIS Executive Summary that I 1186 

reading, one of the currant NTS mieeione was to 

provide the capability to respond to nuclear 

emergencies. M d  8s euch, I ask you, you know, a cask 

going 70 milee an hour down the road traveling full of 

nUClear Waste, and these caekm are hopefully able to 

withstand 3 0  milee an hour Impacte. They just raised 

the speed limit to 70 milee an hour. what exactly are 
~ ~~ 
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responding to accidents like that. 

JONES: In what way? Details. 

ELLE: Well, I can give you people to 

talk to about that, if you want to. 

anewer the question. 

But I can't 

JONES: Uh-huh. 

€&LE: And tho eecond question, I'm not 

eure which budget numbere you're talking about. 

it's the om'e Submieslon to congrees for the 

'97 budget, I think part oi that plan is we can do 

cleanups better and cheaper then we had originally 

planned. And the trade-ofi and lower coets on 

environmental restoration is based on that, I think. 

If 

JONES: Is there any place in particular 

that you know of that has been contaminated with 

nuclear waste that hae now been cleaned up cheaply or 

otherriee? 

E U E r  We've cleaned up several eitoe on 

the Nevada Teet Site. Other W E  facilltiee ~ R O Q E  the 

country have a160 cleaned up speciiic eitee. And w e  

can get you that infomation If you're interested in 

it. 

JONES: What are the standards ror that 

cleanup? 

there and raise my two children there, or that I won't 

cleanup being I could go plant my garden 
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74 I die the minute I etep onto the earth? 
mt. ELLEI In some canee. cleaned up to a 

level where you could release it for public access. 

In other caeen, because we'ra going to ba there for n 

while longer, not clean it up quite that much. 

JONES: I Would be interested in that 

information. I think that not only I, but the public 

at large should have accenn to that information. I am 

doubtful that it's forthcoming. 

ELLE: Okay. Well, as I tried to m y  at 

the beginning, wn are interested in your comments. 

There are a lot of places you can get at US in terns 

of giving us comments or asking quentions. 

encourage you to do that. And we'll pay attention to 

the comentn en we get them. And I thank you very 

much for coming tonight. 

attendance and your participation. 

I 

We appreciate your 

Thank you. 

. . 4 * * .  
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THIS VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT CONSTITUTES 

THE OFFICIAL RECORD OF THE 

PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT 
PUBLIC MEETING 

(PUBLIC COMMENTS) 

Held at the 

SANDS EXPOSITION AND CONVENTION CENTER 
201 East Sands 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 

on 

March 28, 1996 
Beginning at 

6 : O O  p.m. 

REPORTED BY: Lana Stewart 
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Number one: 

dispoeition of nuclear pertinent materiale of any.kind 

1s not an option; sither at Yucca Mountain, NTS, 

anywhere nationally, or anywhere throughout the 

torroetrial domain. Point number one. 

The undsrqround etoraqe and/or 

Point number two: Aboveqround 

storage 1s a viable alternative for cortain speciflo 

purposes onlyj and only as altered redundancy enmured, 

safe, secura, monitored, retrievable, and containment 

integrity, quality-effective, and solely pursuant to 

the final dlspoeltion via elimination. I should say 

I E Y  to Transoript symbols and/or Abbreviationa 

Webster'e New Collegiate Dictionary: 
in tho oxact words; word for word." 

"Verbatim -- 

Dash: [ -- 1 Indicates a sentence not completed by 
epaaker .. 

Dote: [ ... 1 Indlcates something was said by the 
speaker, which, as spoken, le neither audible nor 
decipherable to tho reporter or from the taped 
caesotte rocording. 

(ph) Indlcates phonetic. 

(sic) 
in uscd to alert the epeaker/reader to an error in tha 
record. 

Represents exactly as eald by the speaker and 

Parentheses: ( ) Words within parentheses are 
reporter's explanatory comente. 

VOICE: .Indicatoe an unknown speaker. 

Uh-huh: Indicates affirmative answer. 

Huh-uh: Indicates negative answer. 
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cost-reduction-based contraction and connolidation of 

a nuclear weapone complox. Thle is not a small or 

giant, this la a dwarf. It's an entirely unique 

serpent (ph) and distinct eseence and requires thereto 

a coinoident addreesed and response paradigm. 

totally unlque historically unprecedented approach is 

required. 80 far, you don't have one. You're 

treating it like a contracted, or what you refer to as 

consolidated version, of a traditional antecedent 

regime. It in no such thing. A n d  if you oontinue in 

that arbltrary and expedient mode, you ere ensured 

failure-inherent and tima and quality and 

cost-ineffective. In other worde, net cost profit. 

A 

,It is essential that the 

Departmsnt securely reooqnlro the profound differanco 

between a downeired antecedent regime and a nsoraqim, 

which I juet referred to. 

just simplified; don't store it, don't preserve and 

perpetuate it, eliminate it. There's more but I oan't 

just brinq it up juet like that. So Ill1 comn back at 

a more appropriate time and complete my remarks. 

appreciate everything you're doing, whatever it is you 

do. Okay? And I appreciate it even more eo, if the 

punctuation and the qramar and everything is in the 

right place when I finally read it in that book. 

The final point to make is 

I 

I'll 

Bechtel Nevada 
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tell you why I say that -- and it's not thie young 

lady, she'e doing a great job. S a 0  other highly 

trained pereon who worke for the Department in the 

past, put in a phrase attributed to me called 

'nuclear edge." What I had said wae "nuclear age." I 

would anticipate that anybody who worke in thie regime 

automatically would have eomewhat of an idea that I 

was probably eaying "nuclear age," not "nuclear edge.. 

It eounde like a rezor blade. Thank you very much. 

There are 15 million gallons of 

highly radioaotiva wasta stored in 177 underground 

tenke In HanCord, Washington. If the plutonium and 

uranium were to 90 oritiosl, what would hsppen? This 

BALL1 DEVLIM 

13 

DHVLIN: HW to interpret the 819 on NTS. 

Do the 43 states and our Nevada that will be involved 

in these e n o m s  transport problems realize horn the 

government feela and hae demonstrated that they are 

graciously willing to destroy our quality of life? 

This could occur as Boon ae 1997 or 1998. IC this is 

allowed to go through. 

Would proper ecienoe make sanae 

out of this problem? 

microbiological conversion etudiee, even though they 

have baan euggeeted, have bean made. Why don't we 

tranemute and destroy the LLW and LUW? 

for destruction and transmutation wae diecovered and 

No colloidal etudiee or 

This proceee 

NTS presently stores 1.500 

55-gallon drums of traneuranic waste. If there is no 

WIPP, will NTS get another 5,000 or -re 55-gallon 

Bechtel Hevada 
Raportifq services 

- 
9 
8 
P 

accident occurred on 95, the only way Cor the H A W T  

trained firefightere from Lao Vogae to get to it is 

through Pahrump. Prom 1-15 in lds Vegae, Clark 

County, and the Blue Diamond cutoff over 

Mountain springs at about 1,800 feet, and then another 

46 miles to the Nye County line and 6 mora milas to 

Pahrump. Rom there, It is 26 milee more to 160 and 8 

miles d o n  the road on 9s. and 8 miles to the entrance 

of NTB at narcury, all in Nya County. 

paid Ciromen, but our 40 volunteers take approximately 

ten hours of HAIlUT trainin9 and ora updated ten hours 

yearly. 

and are updated eight hours yearly. 

No have a few 

Our sharlCfm get 16 houre of IUZHAT training 

Our two-lane Highway 160 in 

congested by trafllc going back and forth to 

Ids Vegas. 

gaeolins, liquid cyanide, liquid nitrogen, are going 

through Pahrump all the time. Yet, on pages 3-10 

through 40 o t  the Traneportation 818. the bar qraph 

H.V.6 is among the highest for every fatality rlek 

from traffic fatalitiee to radiation-induced cancer 

rieke, and by far. the highest on the hazardous index 

riek. 

are slightly lower, but not by much. If an accident 

happened on 95, the only acceee to it would be going 

Hazardcue materials euch as propana, 

The risk of bringing the waetee through PahNnp 

Bechtal Nevada 
Reporting servicee 
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developed by the National Laboratories. 

for commercialization. 

It is ready 

Three railroad plane, thet would 

cost billions of dollars. were proposed by me when I 
became intereeted in the transportation etudiee. One 

of thane etudiee would have come throuqh Pahrump. 

E16 weighs many pounde, but in all theee pounde of 

paper there are many maps. None of these show Pahrump 

until one burrowe into Volume I, Appendix I in the 

three pound Traneportation study. And there, on 

pagee 3-18, 3-20, 3-21 are nape using 160 to transport 

waste through Pahmmp. 

Tim 

The federal government ie totally 

unawara of our demographics: We are an unincorporated 

torn wlth unknown boundaries because we have never 

been properly surveyed. 

approximate size of 5 northeaetern etatee. Our County 

Commissioners have allocated 48,000 parcele ranging in 

size from eingle parcele to 100 a c m e  in this enormoue 

area. The 20,000 residents today could, over tho next 

decade, become the third most populated town in Nevada 

with 100.000 people. We have one Of the largest and 

purest aquifere In the entire nation. 

Our ares encompasses the 

Highway 160, which goes through 

9 I Pahrump, parallels 95 which goes to NTS. If an 

Bechtel Nevada 
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over the hump and through the middle of Pahrunp on 

160. What w i l l  this harardoue etream of trucks do to 

the huge economio engine of Lae Vegae? 

Alternate 3 in the summary etsteei 

that a l l  radioactive waate will come to NTS and that 

there are 900,000 cubic yards of LLW and L m .  Yot, 

in the Transportation on Page 2-14, it states that 
1,184,961 NbiC yards Would be coming through by truok 

with a potential of 24,276,796 cubic yards ovar the 

next 75 years. 

Bochtel Nevada 
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4 
leave you with this thought. Forty-three etatee 

generate radioactive vaate. 

any. 

Novada doaa not genorato 

IC these deadly radioactive materiala ere put in 

10 

idrums of TRW in ' 987  

Adding tagether the recently 

declassified DoD report on their J11 metric tons of 

HLH to the either JO.000 metric tone or 116,000 metric 

tons of nuclear power waste, and what do you gat? Not 

one, but two repositoriea st Yucoa Mountain. Cost 

60 billion dollars. But again, tf there Is  no 

repoaitory, then it will all go to NT87 

We would be the world's largest 

MRS with no oversight compensation since the federal 

government owns 93 percent of  ye county. my home is 

10 miles from the Test site and 50 milem from Yucoa 

Mountain. we ere the third largest oounty in the us&. 
My concerns ere Kor our town and 

Kor the nation as a whole. 

involved in transporting this vaate. 

want the affocts of thi6 radiobioloqical exposure to 

destroy our future genaratlons? 

drinking vatar from tha landfills ie cauaing eterllity 

in a l l  aninnla including us. 

aleo causing birth defects and high incidents of 

cancer in all age groups. 

are suffering extra growth from the radioactivity 

eplattered from the Navads Test Site. 

Forty-four mtatu are 

Doem thm county 

Toxic vasts in our 

Thia contamination is 

Our local  plants and treos 

The nation as a whole must put a 

Bechtel Nevada 
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BLETSCH: I have visited with Dr. Ella 

before. 

and I had lengthy comments then. 

people to meetings to put the comments in. 

I'm not going to repeat those same comments. 

you don't want to hear them again. I just had two 

questions. I would just like to know, and I think 

probably the people would like to know, what this 

process has cost in dollars up 'til now, and what you 

assume it might cost by the time we're finished? 

I attended one of the first scoping meetings 

I have also sent 

Tonight, 

I'm sure 

1 

ELLE: I think the budget we've been 

working on in the last couple of years has been about 

4 or 5 million dollar6 a year. 

is about 10 million dollars. 

Our end expectations 

BLElSCH: I got a copy of your big one. 

I couldn't lift it, much less read it. (Laughter) 

BLLE: Well, I should comment, in 

comparison to other documents that DOE has produced 

like this, Idaho had a document that cost probably 

Bechtel Nevada 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

5 

about 50 million. 

cost 20 or 30 million. 

the 10 million sounds expensive, it is pretty 

cost-effective; at least the way we've tried to do 

this one. 

Some of the other big documents 

So on a relative scale, though 

BLETSCB: Okay. My other question is: 

I vas looking at these alternatives we have over here. 

(Indicating) And I'd like to discontinue the use of 

transportation by requesting that all m e  states that 

2 generate whatever it is they generate, they just keep 

it there. If it's so safe, that shouldn't be a 

problem. 

I ELLE: Okay. 

BLETSCH: That's it. 

16 II 

4 

And, of course, I am very much interested that we not 

use any truck route through Boulder City vith 

hazardous waste. And more recently, in the newspaper, 

Bechtel Nevada 
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HAAS: I would like to request that the . 
DOE investigate, through the Bureau of Reclamation, 

whether or not hazardous truck traffic can be 

prohibited from using Hoover Dam to cross the 

Colorado River. 

3 

EUE: Thank you. . 

WORKSHOP NOTES 2 (CONTINUED) 

6 

BOBBI YOUlsaBLOOD 

I read where they're picketing perhaps for underground 

testing. That concerns me. And with young children, 

with the water level, and all these other concerns. 

Again, I don't feel qualified to speak though, because 

I did come late, and I didn't get to hear the 

presentation or the beginning of it. But I'm here as 

a concerned citizen and want to become involved, just 

for the safety of our children and our grandchildren. 

Thank YOU. 

ELLE: Thank you. Again, I just want to 

thank everybody for coming and thank you for the 

opportunity to come and talk abut the project that 

we've been working on for quite avhile. I think it 

has importance., not only today, but into the future of 

the Test Site and how we use this resource that we 

value in terms of its national capability. 

for your participation. And we will listen to your 

comments and incorporate them in our work. 

Thank you 

Thank you. 

' BWSON: Professor Richitt. 
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7 

RICHIT": I just want to, again, thank 

you personally for coming in this evening and for 

participating. We'll be here for a little longer. So 

Bobbi, if you would like to ask questions or whatever, 

stay here as long as you'd like; and that's an 

invitation to everyone also. 

involved in the process and we want you to be a part 

of this; to tell DOE what you want and what you think. 

If any of you have not turned in your survey forms, we 

would really appreciate getting them back. 

help us to better do more in the future. 

again very much. 

We want you to be 

They will 

So thank you 

* * e * * *  
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KEY to Transcript Symbols andfor Abbreviations 

Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary: 
in the exact words; word for void." 

"Verbatim -- 

Dash: [ -- ] Indicates a sentence not completed by Ij 

speaker. 

Dots: [ ... ] Indicates something vas said by the 
speaker, which, as spoken, is neither audible nor 
decipherable to the reporter or from the taped 
cassette recording. 

(ph) Indicates phonetic. 

(sic) 
is used to alert the speakerlreader to an error in the 
record. 

Represents exactly as said by the speaker and 

Parentheses: ( ) Words within parentheses are 
reporter's explanatory comments. 

VOICE: Indicates an unknovn speaker. 

Uh-huh: Indicates affirmative answer. 

Huh-uh: Indicates negative answer. 
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LAS -AS, NEVADA, APRIL 11, 1996, 2:30 P.U. 

GOYNES: Okay. I would like to express 

my concerns today on the following points: 

one: 

NQrth Las vegas. And I believe that we were one of 

the first entities that became very, very concerned 

about the extenuating circumstances that was coming 

from the DOE area. Given that this area is the source 

of many of the workers and the focal points for most 

of the transportation alternatives, more analysis 

should have been done on the region. 

Number 

The area covered by the BIS did not extend into 

GOYNES: Good afternoon. I'm 

Theron Goynes, Councilman and Uayor Pro Temp for the 

City of North La8 Vegas. And as I was talking to my 

coworkers or cohorts, or what have you -- I just left 
a Regional Transportation Commission Ueeting, and I'm 

about up to here with acronyms today. RTC, EOB, 

NWACE, WESP, NDOT, and DOE, and Department of 

Transportation, and you name it. And I've got to get 

through with this and go prepare for a Planning 

Commission Heating and the City Council this evening 

in North Las Vegas. 

bit irrational, because my RTC Ueeting, Regional 

Transportation Commission, deals w i t h  transportation 

and fixed routes, and what are we going to do with 

1-15 and the Spaghetti Bowl at 1-95. 

to know that I'm not asking for your sympathy, I'm 

just asking for your understanding. The acronyms, I'm 

going to get a complete list of these before the end 

of my term. 

So pardon me if I sound a little 

But I want you 

9 
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moment ago. 

time and distance is not adequate. 

of HIGHWAY -- and that's capitalized -- while it might 
be good for macro scale planning, it is inadequate at 

the local level. Low-level waste transport is too 

The present process of considering mainly 

The proposed use 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

- 

8 

provide the highest level of safety for our residents, 

workers, and drivers. In this respect, we feel it is 

important to coordinate the Test Site activities with 

the Yucca Mountain Project, since there is a strong 

possibility that high-level and low-level nuclear 

waste will use the same transportation corridors. 

The City has, on several 

occasions, expressed to DOE their opposition to 

transporting any nuclear waste on Craig Road, and our 

position has not changed. 

Craig Road and the Union Pacific Railroad was 

completed in 1995 by Russell Di Bartolo, Ph.D., funded 

by the State of Nevada Waste Projects Office grant, 

which compares development for one mile either side of 

Craig Road in 1989 to development in 1995. This study 

confirms the City's position that the Craig Road area 

residential development makes it unsuitable as a 

nuclear waste transportation route. 

A hazards assessment of 

Although it is not required under 

current DOT regulations, DOE should become proactive 

in route selection. 

moment ago on one of the graphs. 

possible to develop a route selection methodology 

based on a comparative analysis that takes into 

account our local concern8 and conditions, including 

I think that was displayed a 

It should be 

closely allied with high-level waste transport to be 

dismissed until the Yucca Mountain EIS is completed. 

Any routes used for lw-level waste transportation 

will assuredly be used for high-level waste. 

~~~ 
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record in transporting nuclear waste, but a negative 

perception caused by such shipments could result in 

economic damage to the entire state of Nevada. Route 
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selection methodology must be explicit, transferable 

to both high-level and lw-level nuclear waste 

transportation and account for local concerns and 

conditions. 
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convey her thoughts. First, she also wanted to thank 

the Department of Energy, individuals from the 

Transportation Protocol Working Group; and the 

Department of Energy, Katie and Frank for all your 

hard work. This has been unique in our experience. 

Transportation is a big issue to Clark County. And to 

see this as part of the EIS, I think it's kind of ' 

unique. And I also, with Bart, would like to see -- 
we'll be interested to see what really comes out of 

the exercise. 

DOE and a number of meetings, and I think some 

sensitivity of our concerns, is appreciated. 

But I think the dialogue of the work by 

What I'd like to do is to read 

some comments from commissioner Williams. We also 

will be providing some more detailed comments by the 

May 3rd deadline. She says: The issue of 

transporting radioactive waste through the Las Vegas 

Valley is an extreme concern to Clark County and 

citizens. Our involvement on this issue reflects our 

concern for the creation of potential precedence for 

future Yucca Mountain nuclear waste shipments. 

resolution of issues such as the routing of the waste 

notably in urbanized areas will require considerable 

additional time and effort in working with local 

governments. Prom Clark County's perspective, the 

The 

Bechtel Nevada 
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15 

16 

Final EIS and the Record of Decision should state 

unequivocally that further interactions are required ' 

of the affected communities on transportation issues 

such as routing. 

To kind of echo some of the 

discussions of the Protocol Working Group. 

utilize the methodology of route selection that will 

minimize risks to the public; not just in Las Vegas, 

but anywhere. 

study does not adequately consider potential local 

problem areas. While traditionally time and distance 

have been the key selection criteria of the transport 

of the waste, given the fact that a number of 

shipments may be increased dramatically through this 

program, other factors such as population density, 

areas of high potential accidents, location of 

sensitive facilities should be equally important 

determinates in route selection. As a side comment, 

the concerns that we express today are things that DOE 

are going to be faced with throughout the country, not 

just us. 

DOE should 

The risk analysis presented in the 

We're the focal point right now. 

Ms. Williams finds it interesting 

that most of the routes examined in the Transportation 
Study travels through Clark County or the Las Vegas 

Valley. And I think there's a little bit of history 

Bechtel Nevada 
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The Las Vegas Valley currently is a involved in that. 

population that exceeds one million. It is estimated 

that the population could go to almost two million by 

the year 2005, the estimated period of the 

Transportation Study. 

growth and population and traffic congestion and 

construction, it is difficult to understand why 

potentially dangerous areas such as Hoover Dam and 

so-called Spaghetti Bowl, which is the 1-15, US-95 

intersection, are being considered for routing. It is 

also hard to believe that roads such as Craig Road and 

Rancho, the rapid urbanization and residential 

development occurring in the north and northwest 

sections of Las Vegas Valley, are also considered as 

viable routes. 

potential. US-93 and Hoover Dam is experiencing 

gridlock and these are the dangerous switchbacks on 

both sides of the Arizona, Nevada sides. The 

Spaghetti Bowl will be under new construction over the 

next five or ten years, as youlre aware. This creates 

additional traffic hazards and potential for 

accidents. 

Given the continuing dramatic 

17 

18 

These locations offer high accident 

It is always noted that there are 

thousands of shipments and other types of hazardous 

materials of waste on the roads today; this being 
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13 

20 

21 

22 

radioactive, but it's no different and no more 

dangerous. 

of material transported, given that it presents 

hazards to the public. 

as ours must be sensitive to anything that would 

enhance potential risk to the public or induce the 

public's desire to visit our area. 

public's reaction, for example, if there were an 

accident with radioactive material at the Spaghetti 

Bowl, considering that the major transportation routes 

being considered through Las Vegas are adjacent to our 

most densely placed casinos and hotels? Wouldn't it 

be more prudent to avoid this in populated areas? 

DOE, as w e  understand it, has 

We're obviously concerned about all types 

A tourist-based economy such 

What would be the 

taken a more passive role in the past with respect to 

radioactive waste shipments, essentially recommending 

that the carriers adhere to DOT regulations and 

relying on the carriers for compliance. We feel that 

because the NTS is being considered for the extremely 

large number of shipments for radioactive material, 

DOE needs to take a more proactive role in issues such 

as route selection. DOE can, for example, mandate by 

contract, or at least exploring, on routing the 

options for carriers; including perhaps the avoidance 

of sensitive areas that was noted earlier, and 

, Bechtel Nevada 
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22 I 
cont. 

23 

24 

consideration such as safe-havens and others. 

Because of the potential for large 

numbers of shipments, it is important to the local 

communities and particularly public safety personnel 

be notified about shipments in their timing. At a 

minimum, this will provide the local public safety 

personnel vith the opportunity to prepare for the 

shipments. It vi11 enable local W E  officials to be 

guided -- to guide carriers about potential problems 
that may occur. 

or tvo ago, there vas an accident, I think it was a 

beverage truck leaving Las Vegas on 1-15 going south. 

That coincides vith the time vhere everybody is going 

back to Lo8 Angeles. And it vas a gridlock for many 

miles, believe me. And it would just take something 

like that to happen. 

conditions, it would really create a chaotic 

situation. 

I keep thinking that -- about a month 

Under our current traffic 

In addition to routing, local 

communities should also be actively involved in 

discussing issues such as how carriers would handle 

the deviation from the established routes for fueling, 

rest, mail stops, emergency breakdovns, and similar. 

These are also important issues that vould cause a -- 
let me just -- you knov, someone traveling a highvay 
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needs to do these things. And we've had situations in 

the past vhere the deviations have occurred where a 

tNCk parked at Franont Street, because someone had 

not been to Las Vegas and decided that he needed to 

visit the area and get a meal. 

truck vas actually leaking material at the time. 

I'm sure there's probably other instances of that, 

that ve don't even knov about. 

And it turned out the 

And 

Finally, all facets of emergency 

response and public safety are also important. 

availability of adequate emergency response resources 

and having sufficiently trained personnel are 

important. And notably, those areas could rely upon 

the volunteered fire departments. In our case, Indian 

Springs is like that. And, of course, the other rural 

counties, many of them are all volunteered. Likewise, 

DOE must be prepared to resolve potential risks 

quickly. 

record in the past responding to accidents. 

greater number of shipments vi11 undoubtedly task 

existing response teams. 

augmented to meet the future requirements. 

And 

We're aware that DOE has had an excellent 

The 

These will need to be 

And, again, Myrna Williams thanks 

you for the opportunity to provide input to this. And 

Clark County and the Commission are very interested in 
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this issue and will continue to be interested in it; 

and as well a8 the,total EIS process. So thank you. 

ELLE: Thank YOU. 

* * * * e *  
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KEp to Trmaaript Bgmbola and/or Abbreviation. 

Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary: 
in the exact words; word for word.m 

'Verbatim -- 

Dash: [ -- ] Indicates a sentence not completed by 
speaker. 

Dots: [ ... ] Indicates something was said by the 
speaker, which, as spoken, is neither audible nor 
decipherable to the reporter or from the taped 
cassette recording. 

(ph) Indicates phonetic. 

!sic) 
1s used to alert the spealerfreader to an error in the 
record. 

Represents exactly as said by the speaker and 

Parentheses: ( ) Words within parentheses are 
reporter's explanatory comments. 

VOICE: Indicates an unknown speaker. 

Uh-huh: Indicates affirmative answer. 

Huh-uh:' Indicates negative answer. 
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CALIENTE, NEVADA, APRIL 16, 1996, 7 : O O  P.H. 

BOBEBT O'CONHOR 

O'CONNOR: Let's see now if I can get 

together what I want to say and everything might be 

all right. ny name is Robert O'connor. I was born in 

Reno and raised in Lincoln County. 

knows where Lincoln County is. 

County ain't going to get any water. 

And everybody 

That's where Clark 

(LRUGHTER) 

O'CONNOR: I'm quite interested in what's 

going on here tonight. 

candidate for the President of the United States. 

Now, I don't want you to worry about it because I 

might not make it. In fact, chances are slim. But I 

don't think I have to make it. 

to talk once in awhile. 

that we have very, vary serious problems in this 

country, and some of them have to do with that Nevada 

Test Site. What I'm wondering -- and I have been 
wondering it over a period of years -- who has gained 
anything €or all the activities that have been going 

I might add that I'm also a 

What I need is a place 

My own personal opinion is, 
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on out there; anybody, I mean, except those working 

there? 

Now, this Environmental Impact 

Statement, that I guess is in the planning stage, what 

is it going to say that hundreds of other 

Environmental Impact Statements haven't said? 

appears to me that we have about enough Environmental 

Impact Statements to sink a battleship. And after an 

Environmental Impact Statement is completed and put in 

book form, does anybody ever look at it again; or is 

it put in storage some place?, I read an article one 

time on government documents and how many billions or 

millions of dollars are involved in printing 

information, that nobody really gives a damn about, I 

might say. 

It 

Now; this thing that's going on 

out at the Nevada Test Site or the proposals that are 

being proposed, who benefits, anybody except those 

working out'there? Which is good, I'm not against 

anybody working anyplace, because jobs are becoming 

hard to find. 

United States of America funded by the government. 

Somebody's going to pay these bills, and I don't know 

who it is anymore. NOW. this Environmental Impact 

Statement, I don't know what it's going to say, but I 

But I hate to see every job in the 

Bechtel Nevada 
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would like to have one of them whenever it's 

completed. 

Nevada Test Site, there have been -- I think the last 
time I read in the paper; there was 700 and something 

underground tests. Now, on these underground tests 

underneath that ground, there is an atomic dust 

contamination. Is anybody concerned about that, that 

this contamination is not in a casket or any place 

else; it's just sitting there in the dirt? Is there 

any danger there? 

I know for a fact that out there at that 

And these proposals that -- I 
don't know what you're proposing to do out there nom. 

But whatever they are -- I read in the paper where 
maybe they would resume atomic testing. NOW, how much 

more do we need to know to find out that we can blow 

human beings off the face of the earth, and we don't 

seem to have any qualms about doing it? So I don't 

know whether I have any questions or whether I'm just 

talking through my mouth. 

place? 

some money to spend? And is anybody gaining anything 

except those who are working out there? 

are legitimate questions that the public ought to be 

asking one of these days, because money, to my way of 

thinking in American, is going to become harder and 
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harder to come by. 

democracy, all I see is government government 

everywhere, on every level. And it's quite apparent 

that those in the government are doing quite well, and 

those many out of the government are maybe no= doing 

Because under the guides of the 

so good. 

I don't know whether I've made any 

sense here today or not, but at least I said what I 

had to say. Thank you. 

CHAMBERLAIN: Appreciate that. Thank 

you. 

CHAMBERLAIN: Who is your natural 

resource persan here, is there someone here, 

geologist-type? 

d w :  yes. 

' c~xBERLAIN: Is that you? I just have a 

few questions. 

O'CONNOR: I think I do have a.question. 
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ROBERT O ' C O ~ O B  

O'CONNOR: What does the future hold for 

the Nevada Test Site? 

Is anything contemplated or talking about doing 

something? 

What does anybody want to do? 

ELLE: I think the simplest answer is, 

that the primary mission of the Nevada Test Site has 

been conducting underground nuclear tests, providing 

the level of assurance that the nuclear defense 

capability of the United States has and continues to 

be viable. And that will be the maintenance of the 

capability, the ability to do an underground nuclear 

test. If the President, for whatever reason decides 

he has to do, that would still be done at the Nevada 

Test Site. 

O'CONNOR: You mean more underground 

nuclear tests? 

ELLE: I mean, that's the primary purpose 

of the Nevada Test Site. But there are a whole lot of 

other things that we do at the Nevada Test Site in 

terms of defense experimental work that requires an 

isolated location, other activities like the Spill 

Test Facility where we can do work for commercial 

operations that need a capability like we have. 
~ 
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O'CONNOR: I read, I think one day in the 

paper where they planned on making sunscreens using 

sun rays to generate power. Is that true? 

ELLE: That's one of the things that is 

being looked at. 

O'CONNOR: I have a comment on that also. 

That procedure was already done in the state of 

Washington. NOW, do we have so much money that we can 

do that in every state? Did we learn anything from 

that in Washington? They also had windmills up there. 

W E :  I think the premise on these 

proposals, the comercial industry is still 

interested. 

to make commercially available solar power. They want 

a place, and the Test Site is a place they have looked 

at in trying to do that. 

I believe they have a better opportunity 

O'CONNOR: Well, there's lots of sunshine 

in Nevada. If it will work any place, it would work 

here. 

W E :  Right. 
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ALAN CHAIIBERLAZN 

(MULTIPLE INAZTDIBLE CONVERSATIONS) 

CHAMBERLAIN: I'm Alan Chamberlain from 

Hiko, Nevada. This is the kind comment I asked when I 

was down in U s  Vegas. The question I have is, I need 

to folloy-up on where can I obtain data on the west 

faults? I haven't seen it anywhere in this document. 

And that is the cutting edge of geologic technology. 

Is that available? And can I get a hold of it? And 

another comment is, and I don't know who told me this, 

that a lot of geologic information in here is based on 

peer review papers. 

without any connection to government geology going out 

and looking at this? And is that data available? 

Where can I obtain it? 

Is there no independent persons 

MAXWELL: There is a technical library at 

the facility on Usee Road, and it's all computerized, 

however you want it. 

CHAMBERLAIN: Can you download it? 

MAXWELL: They will run copies of the 

documents for you. 

CHAMBERLAIN: So it is available, great. 

I'm just curious what the data is and what's 

21 available. It talks about a generalized strat column 
~~ ~ 
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on page 421, this column here. (Indicating) Has there 

been any attempt to identify sequence to amend this 

column, the water aquifers, the deep carbonate water 

aquifer system? Is that done somewhere? Is that 

available? 

You know, there's sequences in here and some of them 

will be better aquifer systems and some are aquitard 

systems. Has that been identified in this 

stratographic section? 

Has there been no attempt done on that? 

nAXwW: I'm guessing now. As part of 

the containment, the primary purpose in this 

stratigraphy in this case, is to make sure that the 

test would be contained. And it also runs in the 

water column. So I would imagine that the information 

has been collected. And we're also with the 

Environmental Restoration Program, we're 

characterizing the groundwater of the Test Site. 

part of that is identifying those various 

concentrations. 

And 

CHAMBERLAIN: Okay. Yeah, because I 

didn't read anything in here about the deep water 

carbonate aquifer system. And that seems to be the 

most important natural resource water source in 

Nevada, is the deep water carbonate aquifer system. 

Because we're in the desert area and we get less 
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~ ~ ~ 

precipitation than we do actual production. So I ' 

didn't see that anywhere in the statement. Because 

they address the deep water carbonate aquifer system 

and how it's interconnected between beyond the . 
mountain ranges. 

water table thing, and that's okay; but they don't 

talk about the real.water system and how that might be 

contaminated. 

They talk about the superficial 

MAXWELL: We are in the process of 

gathering that information now through the underground 

test area. 

CHAMBERLAIN: And I'd be interested, who 

would I contact; what geologist specifically can I 

talk to, to see what they're doing on all this stuff? 

Is there a particular name? Can I get that name or 

do I have to call later? 

ELLE: Why don't you give me your name 

and we'll have somebody call you back. 

. CHAMBERLAIN: Okay, that would be great. 

Maybe these are the Rind of questions I need to just 

ask him specifically instead of asking you. 

MAXWELL: Right;and get more learned 

answers. 

CHAMBERLAIN: Okay. I don't mean to put 

anybody on the spot, but these are just some curious 
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questions and I'm just wondering if this would be a 

proper place to ask them. I didn't see a whole lot in 

4 here about the mesozoic and how it's connected, how 

it's related to oil and gas. You know, how it's 

related to the ore zone, the host rocks. HOW it's ' 

related to the water aquifer systems. So I don't 

know, maybe that's another question to ask the 

geologist. Did anybody evaluate these stress values? 

On this figure here, on 

Figure 4-24 on page 4 on 2, it shows a fault map. 

don't aee any thrust faults in there. I guess the 

question I have, you know, why aren't they there? 

I 

MAXWELL: This identifies areas where we 

would have in fact on that resource in one of the 

proposals. 

CHAlIBERLAIN: Okay. I guess my comment 

is, is when we test the nuclear test or whatever, what 

structural plate are we in and what are the water 

aquifer system within that structural plate; and how 

does,it go through the mountain ranges? 

there's normal faulting but there's big thrust faults 

in here that give you a lot more communications. I 

don't know if that's been addressed. And if it 

hasn't, I'd like to talk to somebody about that, 

because I think that's a real important issue. 

We know 
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question I'd have is, are they certified petroleum 

geologists or are they just general geologists? I 

think that's real important. And I'd like to know 

WORKSHOP NOTES 4 (CONTINUED) 

11 

.. 

have petroleum geologists seeing those wells or is it 

just normal geologists? Those kind of questions, I 

15 

12 

those things are addressed. 

ELLE: Well, I think.part of the answer 

is, is the details that you're asking for or asking 

questions about, this is a summary level document, 

it's not a detailed geological investigation. So in 

the sense of our trying to respond to your questions 

or comments, you may see in the comment response 

document an answer like that, and then an invitation 

to come and talk in more detail to the geologic 

people, if that's what you want to do. 

CHAMBERLAIN: Okay. I guess I'm saying 

is, you know, even on the general scale, some of these 

general things I want to talk about, it should be 

addressed. 

systems, that's-really important. And those haven't 

been addressed, at least I haven't seen them. And 

those are pretty general. 

the Final Draft. Anyway, that's my comments. 

The sequence stratigraphy and the aquifer 

So I'd like to see it in 

ELLE: Okay. 

CHAMBERLAIN: Appreciate you all. Thank 

you. 

* * * * * *  
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Xmf to Tranmoript Bynbol8 andlor Abbreviation8 

Webstar's New Collegiate Dictionary: 
in the exact words; word for word." 

"Verbatim -- 

Dash: [ -- 1 Indicates a sentence not completed by 
speaker. 

Dots: [ ... ) Indicates something was said by the 
speaker, which, as spoken, is neither audible nor 
decipherable to the reporter or from the taped 
cassette recording. 

(ph) Indicates phonetic. 

(sic) 
is used to alert the apeakerfreader to an error in the 
record. 

Represents exactly as said by the speaker and 

Parentheses: ( ) Words within parentheses are 
reporter's explanatory comments. 

VOICE: Indicates an unknown speaker. 

Uh-huh: Indicates affirmative answer. 

Huh-uh: Indicates negative answer. 
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1 

TONOPAH, NEVADA, APRIL 23, 1996, 7:)o p.n. 

VIOLA WEIPPERImu 

WHIPPERMAN: My name is Viola Whipperman. 

How deeply involved does DOE plan on getting with the 

locals to develop some new activities on the Test 

Site; how deeply involved -- 
- E m :  Well, .I-think -- 
WHIPPERMAN: -- with the actual implement 

planning and implementing? 

E m :  I believe if you look at what's 

happening right now, the Community Reuse Organization, 

the Nevada Development Corporation, i6.a DOE-funded 

activity to do exactly that; is to help commercial 

kinds of people that have an interest in using the 

Nevada Test Site for, like rocket launching. I mean, 

that's an activity they're pushing and that's an 

activity that we're involved with them in and 

evaluating hov it can happen. 

couple of other organizations. 

the new contractor, has made a lot of proposals to 

And I think there's a 

And I know Bechtel, 

bring in new kinds of things. So there's a lot of 
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commitment to the future in trying to bring in 

different kind of-activities at the Test Site. 

The other half of that answer is, 

in the sense of the Resource Hanagement Plan, if you 

looked at the framework, what we'want is public 

involvement in the development of that plan and to 

make sure that as we go fONard in all of these 

activities, that there is clear involvement in how 

that Resource Planning happens. . 
WHIPPERMAN: Okay. 

BARTON: Thank you, and greetings from 

Esmeralda County. I am Wade Barton, the Chairman of 

the Esmeralda County Commission. 

say I appreciate this opportunity to speak on behalf 

of Esmeralda County. My hat's off to the research and 

development out on the Nevada Test Site. I think that 

the Nevada Test site has seen a great loss in jobs and 

it's been quite an asset to the state of Nevada for 

many years. 

development to continue out there. 

And I would like to 

And I'd like to see progress and 

I'm a member of the Community 

Reuse Organization, which has a title now, the NTS 
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Development Corporation. 

of progressive development out at NTS. 

presentations put on from Kissler Aerospace 

considering the reusable satellite system. 

member of the South Central Nevada Federal Complex 

Advisory Board. 

the CRO developed for the state of Nevada. 

And we are behind any kind 

I've seen 
' 

I was a 

And I take a lot of credit in getting 

I'd like to say that some of the . 

data -- well, I'd like to see some data in the 

document addressing employment issues for 

Emneralda County. 

forth for Nye County, but not necessarily Esmeralda. 

And I'd like to see some of those numbers. And I'd' 

also like to see Esmeralda County possibly defined as 

a cooperative agency. And again, I appreciate this 

opportunity. 

2 
Some of the issues have been put 

gLLE: Thank you, Wade. 

RAY I u L I B m Y  

SALISBARY: I'm Ray Salisbary. I ' m  from 
I'm on the Lander County Land Use Lander County. 

Advisory Commission. I just put my 'Xn down there 

because I didn't know what was going to happen, so 

just in case. The only two things I can see that's' 
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7 

really important out there, and that's to give private 

industry and the commercial people a chance to use the 

surplus lands. And any of the contaminated lands that 

can't be used should be turned back over to the BLM 

and let them manage them. Thank you. 

(LAUGHTER) 

ELLE: In relation to the last comment, 

we have talked to the BLM about that and they're not 

too excited about taking that land. 

WAYNE PKRKIlyB 

PERKINS: I want to comment as a 

Commissioner for Nye County. 

things addressed and I know they have been. The 

question has been brought before you on economic 

development for Tonopah and more use of the businesses 

and the people available here i n  Nye County;Tonopah; 

and this is the same with Goldfield, because there's a 

road opened up into that Test Site from their side. 

And I too want to see 

There's people w i t h  skills and talents here that would 

like to see those people that are dealing up in this 

area, to leave some of that money here.instead of . 

flying it back to Las Vegas. .I think it's very 

important. 

Bechtel Nevada 
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E m :  Okay. 

PAM SIRI 

SIRI: Xy name is Pam Siri. I'm just 

curious as to which alternative it is that you favor 

at this time? 

ELLF: Well, as I said, we haven't 

defined a preferred alternative. But I think if you 

talk to people, Alternative 3 -- I mean, trying to 
maximize what we believe is the national resource 

that's represented by the Test Site is the kind of 

thing that we're looking at. 

believe that we're not interested in people's comments 

I don't want people to 

. about the other alternatives or that we would not 
consider 'them in shaping the preferred alternative 

itself, because we will use those comments in that 

way. 

. 

But I think everybody's -- I mean, the public is 
interested in jobs and economic activity, and I don't 

think people want to 8ee the Test Site sit there with 

nothing happening on it. 

Bechtel Nevada. 
Reporting Services 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2b 

25 

> 

WORKSHOP NOTES 5 (CONTINUED) 
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LYNN KFlmscBIIEB 

KRETSCHnER: My name is Lynn Kretschmer. 

I'm from Tonopah. I worked at the Test Site for 15 

years and I retired in '93 as a laborer. I'd like to 

know what the activities that are going on out there 

now and if they're going to -- I mean, I know the 
union is gone, per 68. And do you think there will be 

any union jobs back, and what is really going on out 

there now? 

EUE: Well, I don't think the union is 

gone. 

contracts went with Bechtel when the other contractors 

went away. In the sense of jobs, certainly the number 

of people working on the Test Site is very much 

smaller than it was, you know, three or four or five 

years ago. And there is an effort -- as I've said, 
Bechtel is interested in increasing the scope of 

activities that they have on the Test Site. 

major part of their contract is to find new work and 

to bring new activities to the Test Site. 

Bechtel is the new contractor, but the union 

And a 

KRETSCHHER: But Bechtel is not the only 

contractor out there though. 

PERKINS: She's talking about TTR. 

KRETSCHHER~ Yeah', TTR. 
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EUE: Sandia is still the contractor at 

TTR. And they're interested as vel1 in whatever new 

activities they can do there. And I can't speak for 

the Air Force in terms of how they would use existing 

facilities. 

KR!3TSCHyIER: Thank you. 

J U M I T A  B O P P W  

HOFFHAN: since I was a facilitator, I'm 

probably not supposed to speak, but Juanita Hoffman. 

And I would just like to say -- reiterate what the 
other folks have said about employment for the rural 

counties. Not only are ve your closest neighbors, but 

1.think that we've been the best neighbors; and Clark 

County is just nothing but trouble. 

(LAUGHTER) 

HOFFHAN: And employment of people in 

Clark County is just kind of a drop in the bucket to 

their economy and to Esmeralda or Nye County's or 

Lincoln County, for that matter; it's a big 

difference. And I don't know if this is even 

appropriate for EIS comments, but W E  ought to be able 

to have some influence on Bechtel to pressure them or 

suggest nicely that they look to the rural counties to 
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hire people. 

ELLE: Okay. 

PERKINS: Don, there's another comment 

I'd like to make on that, and it's kind of what she 

touched on. 

15 miles east of Amargosa or 40 miles south of Baatty, 

Nevada; Nye County. It's always 90 miles north of 

Las Vegas. 

So there's a PR thing that really ticks people off 

around here, "Why isn't it close to some of us?" It's 

just like we don't exist. 

would help a little. 

You never hear the Test Site being 

It's not even in that county down there. 

A little PR in that way 

E m :  Well, we did have one comment 

early-on, that we left Pahrump off the map. And 

Pahrump is on the map and it will be on the map. 

we can add words in the document that reflect where 

other places are in relation to the Test Site. 

And 
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A 

5 

MAS011 HAYES 

HAYES: My name is Mason Hayes. I'm from 

Goldfield. I just wanted to ask you, Dr. Ella, if 

some of these issues might be environmental justice 

issues because we are economically depressed areas; as 

I'm sure you know, and the Department is also aware 

Of 7 

ELLE: We have addressed environmental 

justice in this document. The guidance that we have, 

even though environmental justice has an issue as the 

interest that the President has expressed, in that the 

guidance we have does not put rural communities like 

Goldfield in the category of environmental justice. 

Though, we have identified that infor -- put 
information in the document that talks about 

environmental justice from that point of viev. 

mean, environmental equity is a different issue. 

I suppose then my follow-up 

I 

HAYES: 

question then would be, why were our areas that are' 

economically depressed not considered suitable for 

environmental justice? 

ELLE: Haybe Felicia can answer that 

question. 

BRADFIELD: Hell, actually, they were 

Bechtef Nevada 
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HOFFMAN: I just have a following 

question about environmental justice. Is it not true 

that it's not strictly minorities that are looked at 

6 or communities where they've all -- you know, they've 
already had like hazardous waste facilities or 

something like that? 

economically depressed area? 

Is not one of the criteria an 

ELLE: It is. 

HOFFMAN: Okay, thank you. 

ELLZ: But one comment I would make on 

13 

1 addressed. Each area was considered discretely and in 

combination with the county it was in, so it was 

addressed. It is in the document. It should be in 

Section 12. 

ELLE: Well, before you go home, point 

6 out to them where it is in the document. If it's not 

7 

E information, then that's a comment that you could give 

'properly addressed or if there needs to be more 

9 us. Then we'll do some more work on putting it in 

25 2 4 1  I environmental justice, is it's difficult for us, in 

writing this document the way we've written it, to 
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address that issue clearly. And primarily, because 

there is no clear federal.guidance on how to do it. 

mean, the issue has been around for a couple of years 

and there still is no clear guidance on what it is you 

have to do or how it gets addressed. 

I 

. 

VIOLA mIPPBlumI 

WHIPPERIIAN: If there were new activities 

that were going to be starting up, on TTR in 

particular, say a completely new project, would they 

have to go under the regimen of going through the EIS 

all over again and with the horror of,the desert 

tortoise, you h o w ,  blooming over us, anything like . 

that; SO you can't move 50 feet in any direction for 

fear, or horror of the kangaroolrat type thing? Is 

something going to be possible to be done out there or 

are we going to be trapped? . 

ELLE: I don't think we're trapped in any 

sense in trying to do new activities. 

with the desert tortoise or other endangered species, 

if you identify an impact, you figure out a way to 

mitigate that impact. But in terms of the way this 

Particularly 

. document is written, it addresses high-level 

activities on Tl'R. If there are a new program or new 
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activity that people are proposing, they wouldn't 

necessarily have to write a new EIS, but they could 

vrite an environmental assessment. It's a smaller 

document and it doesn't take as long to do. 

RAY B A L I B M Y  

SALISBARY: After this is all said and 

done, who would be in control of the Test Site, still 

the DOE? 

ELLE: W E  would retain control of the 

Test Site. 

SALISBARY: Okay. 

PERKINS: I guess you've answered all the 

questions. 

ELLE: Well, if people have more 

questions after we end this session, I'd be happy to 

try and answer them for you. 

opportunity to come and talk about the B I S  and what it 

is we're doing. If you have written comments you want 

to get to us, M y  3rd is the end of the comment 

period. 

on Monday, we'll still look at them. 

And thank you for the 

If you postmark them nay 3rd and we get them 

PERKINS: And we'll go ahead and 

breakdown. Thank you, Dr. Elle and the UNLV folks for 
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coming up here and bringing this to us. 

the assistance and the learning that I've got from it. 

Thank you. 

I appreciate 

* * * * a *  
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KEY to Transcript Bymbols andlot Abbreviations 

Websterls New Collegiate Dictionary: 
in the exact words; word for word." 

''Verbatim -- 

Dash: [ -- ] Indicates a sentence not completed by 
speaker. 

Dots: [ ... ] Indicates something was said by the 
speaker, which, as spoken, is neither audible nor 
decipherable to the reporter or from the taped 
cassette recording. 

(ph) Indicates phonetic. 

(sic) Represents exactly as said by the speaker and 
is used to alert the speakerlreader to an.error in the 
record. 

Parentheses: ( ) Words within parentheses are 
reporter's explanatory comments. 

VOICE: Indicates an unknown speaker. 

Uh-huh: Indicates affirmative answer. 

Huh-uh: Indicates negative answer. 
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NORTH LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, APRIL 25, 1996, 7:OO P.U.  

CAI(ILLE EDWARDS 

EDWARDS: Hy name is Camille Edwards. Uy 

address is  

 For several years, I have heard the 

term repeatedly low-level waste, lou-level waste. I'm 

a layman. Can someone give me a clear and precise 

definition of exactly what is low-level waste? 

ELLE: I had a simple answer for that and 

it may sound silly. Low-level waste is anything 

that's not high-level waste. High-level waste is 

spent nuclear fuel out of a power reactor. And it has 

a legal definition, and it's limited primarily to that 

kind of radioactive waste. Low-level waste is 

contaminated dirt, concrete, contaminated clothing, 

protective clothing that people might wear. It's 

essentially garbage that has radioactivity in it, 

that's not very radioactive in most cases. But that's 

what it is. It's a whole set of stuff that has 

radioactivity in it, but it's not high-level waste. 

Bechtel Nevada 
Reporting Services 



1 

2 

3 

1 

6 

' 6  

? 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

l? 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

WORKSHOP NOTES 6 (CONTINUED) 

r 

- 

WATSON: Uy name is Cynthia Watson. And 

my question -- you were talking about the response. 
And I guess my question is, since the'Test Site at one 

point hired over 5.000 people, and now there is an 

opportunity to keep this open, are you getting 

overwhelmed response from people? I mean, I would 

think if people -- you know, if there's an opportunity 
to employ that many people to go back -- I mean, let's 
just say we just don't want to go back, how has the 

response been? 

That's one question. 

That's just what I want to know. 

ELLE: Well, since we've had these eight 

public meetings, I'd categorize the responses not very 

good in terms of numbers of people that come and 

listen to us talk about the document or the process, 

or what we want to do. The number of people we have 

here tonight is probably -- except for the Las Vegas 
meeting we had where we had -- I think we had about 
100 people. We had 20 people in Tonopah. We have 

more people here tonight then we have had at a lot of 

the other meetings. I guess on one hand, the struggle 

we always have is trying to present a document like 

this and get the public interested in it enough to 
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come and listen and talk about it. That's why we went 

to UNLV and asked them; but in a different way, have 

people get interested in what we're doing. 

WATSON: Okay. Then my next question is 

off of what nS. Edwards said on low-level waste. So 

it says here what are some of the low-level waste that 

are being considered. So from your explanation, it 

isn't different categories, it's just going to be 

lov-level waste? 

anything -- it's all one category then; is that what 

you're saying? 

So they could be burying jackets and 

Eml3: Right. It may look different in 

terms of -- from a place at Pernald in Ohio, they're 
digging up a lot of contaminated dirt that has 

radioactivity in it. 

containers and they ship it out here and we put it 

back in the ground. That's one kind of low-level 

waste. 

in the past that has radioactivity in it, you can't 

separate the radioactivity from some of the concrete 

or the beams or the other material in the buildings. 

So they take the building down and they put it in a 

package and bring it out here, and we put it in the 

ground. 

And they put it in big 

If they take down a building that they've used 

WATSON: Okay, thank you. 
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' I .  

ELLE: And then there's other,sets of 

things. People that work with radioactivity, they 

wear protective clothing or they do other things. 

if protective clothing gets contaminated and doesn't 

get cleaned up, they put it in a barrel and send it to 

So 

US. 

WATSON: Thank YOU. 

. CAWILLE EDWARDS 

EDWARDS: I ' m  sorry,, I need a further 

clarification. I understand now what is low-level 

waste. At what point, or what measuring tool is used 

to determine whether the low waste -- the vaste is a 
low impact or high impact? 

is there a different storage place for that waste? 

there a different method of transporting it? 

a different method of encasing it? 

handled? 

And if it is high impact, 

Is 

Is there 

How is that 

ELLE: The answer to the last three is 

yes. Let me say high-level waste again in a different 

way. When we generate electricity in a nuclear power 

plant, when the fuel gets burned-up, it ends up being 

radioactive. And by legal definition, that spent fuel 

is high-level waste. The reason they're working on 

Bechtel Nevada 
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a 

Yucca Mountain 1s they're trying to find out whether 

that place is suitable for disposal of that high-level 

waste. 

waste. In the past, we used to take that spent 

nuclear fuel and chemically dissolve it and separate 

it, and get some radioactive material back out of it 

60 we could use it again. .And the waste material that 

resulted from that chemical process is also defined as 

high-level waste. 

high-level vaste around. 

create other processes to solidify it and bring it 

also to Yucca Mountain or a place like Yucca Mountain. 

So high-level vaste is a very limited set of 

radioactive material that's different from the rest of 

the radioactive garbage that we generate. 

And there's a second piece to high-level 

So we have tanks of that liquid 

And they are trying to 

WATSON: (Eddie) She wanted to know how it 

would be transported. 

EUE: The high-level waste will be 

transported in special casks, specially designed 

containers that are much more robust and have to meet 

a whole different standard in term of how that 

material is packaged and contained. 
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EARL WHITE 

1 

WHITE: Good evening. For the record, my 

name is Earl White. I'm the President of a consulting 

firm called the Capital Group, 5000 West Oakey, 

Suite 1, 89102. My question, sir, is regarding, first 

of all, the alternatives expanded use. Would that 

provide more opportunities or -- expanded use would 
mean more people being hired and'things of that 

nature? 

FLLE: Yes. 

WHITE: Okay. What -- I represent small 
minority and women-owned businesses. 

become a player and become a vendor with this 

expansion process, if this was to take place? How 

would a small business -- and I'm not talking about a 

major -- you know, these are small women-owned 
minority businesses. And as you know, with the 

affirmative action being rolled back and things of 

that nature, how will these businesses be able to come 

to you -- come to your Department or your agency and 
try to do business without going through a whole bunch 

of red tape or going through stuff that they have been 

before? 

How would they 

EUE: Well, I think that can be done two 
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ways. Both Bechtel as a contractor to the Department 

has, in their contract, requirements that they use 

that contracting vehicle to let people like that help 

them do their work. The Department also, as we issue 

are our own contracts, look at small disadvantage 

businesses or women-owned. For you to get information 

about that, I think you need to contact our contracts 

people and they can put you on a list. And as they 

issue contracts for competition, you would get that 

information. 

WHITE: But as you know, the smaller 

businesses, they may not be able -- smaller 
businesses -- or is the Department of Energy looking 
to provide -- I'm not talking about set-asides. I'm 

talking about for the smaller type of companies, 

things that they can bid on; whereas a major company 

can just come in and outbid them with -- I mean, 
people are using the term set-asides, and I don't want 

to use that term because it's not politically correct 

now. When you use set-asides, people close the door 

and won't return your phone calls and all that 

nature. So how would a small -- how would I direct my 
clients to try to participate and be able to follow to 

make sure that there's a mandate for the services that 

they can provide? 
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2 

EUE: Well, again, the simple answer is, 

to get on the list of competitive announcements so you 

get that information. And I can give you the name or 

' I can have people call you to let you know how to do 

' that. 

WHITE: Okay. 

DBBORAE JACKSOB 

JACKSON: My name is Deborah Jackson. I 

live at  

 I have really two questions. The one question 

still regarding the low-level waste and the high-level 

waste; I fully understand the difference between the 

two and how they're categorized. 

also, since you're saying that low-level waste is 

certain items or perhaps clothing or whatever, do you 

also look at the level of radiation contamination that 

they would have? Some types of work perhaps that some 

people would do would cause them to become more 

contaminated, their clothing and so forth still may 

have high levels of radiation. Is that also a factor 

in determining whether it's still low-level? 

But I'd like to ask 

And the other just statement, as 
~~ ~ 
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when the gentleman was asking about the businesses 

being included; minorities, women, so forth. Even 

though it may seem simple to say just make that call 

or go and check with the contract department, we know 

how sometimes some people are not always as they 

should be. And I remember with the one company, TRW, 

I remember how black people and women who were 

qualified to participate, were given the run-around 

and told to go to this department and now you contact 

this person. And they never could get included. So I 

hope that we don't see that same thing, and it's not 

just a thing that people go and they get put on a 

list, but they never get contacted. So I hope that 

something is going to be put in place, because we 

definitely want to be included as African Americans, 

as women, Hispanics, whatever. I hope that there is 

something in place to make sure that this same type of 

thing doesn't happen, because of course, we get tired 

of that; we're taxpayers too. So that's what I wanted 

to say. 

ELLE: Okay, I appreciate that comment. 

In answer to your question though, that's where it 

gets confusing, because low-level waste can be very 

radioactive. In fact, that does happen. I mean, that 

is true. So high-level waste is very radioactive and 
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low-level waste, as a category of waste, can also be 

very radioactive. I didn't mean to confuse that. 

JACKSON: I'm not confused at all. But 

that's why I asked that question. 

you're saying low-level waste, it could be highly 

radioactive. 

I fully comprehended hov you had broken down the 

categories, but there's a lot of different things that 

could still be with high levels of radiation; but 

they're classified as low-level because of the 

category it was put in. 

there still may be some things that we're saying are 

low-level, but are really maybe high-level as far as 

radioactive waste. 

Because even though 

Even though because I was listening and 

And that was my question. So 

ELLE: That's right. 

JERRY HALL 

Hw: My name is Jerry Hall. I've been 

a resident of Las Vegas 41 years. 

those years, I have been working out at the Test Site. 

Don, your last slide brought question forward to my 

m i n d :  .WE wants to continue managing." You hear a 

lot of controversy on the radio, the papers, that they 

want to dissolve WE. 

Twenty-three of 
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what department will take over the responsibilities? 

Or is it just going to phase into another government 

entity; Department of Defense, so forth? That was one 

of my questions. 

ELLE: Well, let me answer that. I 

believe when you look at what Congress is trying to 

do -- what some Congressmen are trying to do with 
dissolving the Department, the thing you never hear 

about, that some of the functions of the Department 

have to continue; like management of the nuclear 

weapons that this nation relies on. 

their statements, that program, that responsibility 

goes to the defense department some place. 

the contamination we've created in the past has to be 

cleaned up. Somebody's going to have to do that, 

whether it's W E  or another agency, or some other 

organization. 

And if you read 

Clearly, 

HALL: That's correct. 

ELLE: So the simple answer is, if 

Congress dissolves W E ,  a lot of that work is going to 

continue some place; and the place like the Test Site 

is going to be managed by somebody else. . 
HALL: Now, do you believe that the Final 

Draft will be completed before? 

ELLE: Yes. 
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HALL: Okay. Hy main question was, as 

DOE and all these -- Bechtel and so forth coming up 
with all these ideas of different tests and so forth 

out at the Test Site, the LYNER, the BEEF, and all 

that, what types of experiments is DOE helping the 

labs so the labs have a handle on what's going on, SO 

we can stay out there and work and do the tests; the 

overseer on the project? It seems like a lot of these 

projects are not laboratory-controlled or laboratory 

tests. Possibly Bechtel is taking it over and it 

would be Bechtel stuff. So how much of it is DOE 

helping the laboratory overseeing some of these 

projects? 

bring out there for the lab personnel? 

And what kind of projects are DOE going to 

ELLE: Well; you have one lab guy sitting 

behind you. But I think the answer is, that the 

Department is very invested in maintaining the 

capability of the Test Site for the laboratories to do 

experimental work that they need to do in order to 

assure that the stockpile is safe. 

hand, that responsibility and that investment in the 

laboratories. And on the other hand, there are the 

Nevada Development Agency that was created out of the 

Community Reuse Process. 

So DOE has, on one 

It's a DOE-supported 

- 

organization and its intent is to find other things to 
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do on the Test Site. 

of an organization that DOE is supporting as well. 

So there is that separate kind 

HALL: well, you mentioned solar, solar 

energy. I'm not sure, but that is not a lab function. 

ELLE: That's right, it's not. 

HALL: Okay. These are the kind of 

things that I'm wanting to know. 

stockpile and doing all this other type of testing, 

what other kind of projects could the lab do out there 

or what other kind of projects, should I say, is DOE 

helping or iranting the lab to oversee that doesn't 

have anything to do with testing or storage of -- 
you're talking about storage of lov-level waste. The 

lab doesn't do any of that. 

low-level waste, but -- 

Besides testing and 

They might create the 

ELLE: Well, I'm not sure there's a good 

answer in the short-term. I do know that in the 

long-term, there are big experimental facilities that 

are on the drawing boards and people are thinking 

about, that the Test Site would be a good place for 

placing them. 

by the labs. 

And those facilities would be managed 

HALL: Okay. And one other question was, 

you hear a lot of bad publicity about the Test Site 

all the time. It used to be years ago, vow, you 
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worked out at the Test Site; great, good solid job and 

nobody put you down. Just like in business, when you 

get a business that's going downhill, both in maybe 

their management or their product or something, they 

change the name. Can we get rid of the NTS and call 

it mvironmental Science Testing Laboratory, and get 

rid of NTS? 

umbrella type as a laboratory doing -- bringing people 
in from all different kinds of military, government 

facilities. Make it where they want to come out. 

Change the name and we all work under an 

And it's just like Bechtel coming 

in now, shutting down bowling alleys and our rec -- 
it@s not being a place where you would want to work 

anymore. 

into the Test Site, these people come from far away, 

they need to have -- when they're off hours, they need 
to have a nice place to sleep, and then you have to 

maybe have a nice place to eat dinner. NOW, we're 

talking about gettin' away with breakfast. They're 

shuttin' down breakfast. You're hearing rumors about 

dinner, the prices jacking up; our bus rides doubling 

going out to the Test Site. 

to try to sell the place. 

place as a great place to work and bring people in. 

If you want to bring outside people to come 

To me, it's not practical 

You have to try to sell the 

ELLE: That is the kind of a comment 
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that -- I mean, you have made that comment, it will be 
part of the record, and we will try to answer it. But 

I agree very much. And I think creating the Test 

Site, whether you change the name, and that has been 

proposed -- 
HAU: Well, DOE let Bechtel take the 

contract. You would think that there would be a 

little control in there on what's going on. 

ELLE: Right. It is a struggle. 

UIRA wc COY 

MC COY: My name,is Nira McCoy. 

 And I 

would like to see the Test Site remain open, new 

business brought in and the Test Site kept open; and 

we stay in the readiness stage. Thank you. 

QLORIA BXITH 

SMITH: My name is Gloria Smith. I just 

want the Test Site to stay open so there will be more 

jobs for people. That's it. 
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3 

BAMlRA OBHINBKI 

SHINSKI: Good afternoon, my name is 

Sandra Oshinski. My address is  

 The question I would like to 

ask, or the statement I would like to pose is a 

transportational issue. I would like to know, in 

terms of transporting this waste, how -- what route do 
you plan? If this current plan that you're trying to 

get approved is approved, how would you transport the 

waste? Would it come over the Dam or through the loop 

at 1-15 and 951 

is, if there was an accident, especially over the Dam, 

what method would you use to try to retrieve this 

radioactive waste? 

And the second part of the question 

ELLE: Well, I think the discussions 

you'll see in the Transportation Document and what 

we've done with the local stakeholders, we try to tell 

the drivers, the carriers that are bringing waste to 

the Test Site, not to come over the Dam. We have 

analyzed the risk of doing that. 

that you look at for transporting material across the 

Dam are very, very small; primarily because of the 

speeds the trucks go across there are pretty slow. 

the likelihood of an accident are very small also. 

And the risk numbers 

So 
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Going out to the Test Site, if 

you're coming from the east, you have to go through 

the Spaghetti Bowl. 

use are on the interstate routes. In terms of an 

accident and the response to it, the emergency 

response plans of the local communities, the state, 

people would respond to an accident of radioactive 

material like they would to an accident of any other 

hazardous material. 

keep people away from it, figure out what happened to 

it; what you had to do to clean it up. 

clean it up and you'd take it to where it was going. 

And we do have a recent example of some of the waste 

material coming from Fernald to the Test Site. I 

think in Ohio some place, the driver went off the 

interstate into the median. The truck turned over and 

the package of waste also turned over, but nothing 

happened to it. 

couple of days and pick it up and put it back on a 

truck and send it on to the Test Site. So we have 

discussions with the local communities. We do have 

emergency response capability. 

communication with them, so that process is in place. 

WATSON: (Eddie) Also, on that same line, 

5 1  that DOE has one of the best safety records as far as 

The safest routes that carriers 

The first thing to do would be to 

And then you'd 

They were able to come out in a 

We do have 
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transporting waste anywhere in the vorld. 

correct? 

Is that 

ELLE: I think if you look at the 

historical numbers in terms of accidents with 

low-level waste, they're almost infinitesimally small. 

WATSON: (Eddie) And a lot of people have 

concerns about the Spaghetti Bowl. 

surprised at the number of very dangerous material 

that is transported through there every day. 

trucks are simply not marked. 

them and the police and the fire department know 

what's in there, but the normal public can be right 

behind it. And it would be very dangerous material 

and have no idea h w  dangerous it is, simply 'cause 

they took the markings off the truck. 

But you would be 

The 

They have numbers on 

GRASSWEIW: The containerization is very 

important. And there have been accidents of low-level 

waste, such as Don referred to. But the container was 

strong enough so it didn't open; therefore, it didn't 

release the radioactive contents to the environment. 

And all the emergency responders had to do was pick up 

the container, put it back on the truck, and keep on 

trucking. 
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CYNTEIA UATBOLI 

WATSON: Cynthia Watson,  

  I would like to 

read a statement from some personnel that are working 

at the Test Site: Richard Fletcher, Joseph S m i t h ,  

Lucy An0 (ph), Salon Font (ph), Daniel Romero, 

Jimmy Decker, Vicki Decker, Fanny-L. White, Donald R. 

Fletcher, Kathy Franklin, and Elton Richard. The 

statement goes as follows: "Ilr. Watson has explained 

all the options that DOE have made available to us. 

We would like to see the Nevada Test Site remain open 

and would like to take the options that are available 

to us. We would like to see the Site be used to store 

low-level waste, and by all means continue to stay in 

the mode to start-up underground testing, if needed. 

We would also like to be made the designated area to 

dissemble weapons that we no longer have use for. 

t 

Ilr. Watson has our full 

cooperation and support. 

unable to attend tonight's meeting, but this was due 

to our work schedule." 

We do apologize that we were 

ELLE: Thank you again, Eddie, for giving 

us the opportunity. 

WATSON: (Eddie) I'll turn it back over to 
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Paul. 

RICHITT: Thank you very much for this 

evening. We have until May the 3rd. Eddie knows how 

to get a hold of me. He's also got the numbers if he 

needed to get a hold of anyone in DOE. 

because tonight we're finishing up, we'll be here for 

a little longer, if you have any questions. But ve 

So just 

can still get comments in on this EIS through May the 

3rd. If you'd like, and you have a comment tonight, 

you can go ahead and talk to the Stenographer; give it 

to her, and she'll take it dovn verbatim and it will 

become part of the record. If you'd like to write 

something dovn as a written comment, you can write it 

dovn and then turn it into her. And then Eddie can 

get a hold of me any time and vel11 go through 

whatever ve have to and put the comment into the 

record. And that's all I have. 

Again, thank you very much for 

coming by this evening. Thank you, Eddie. 

+ * * e * *  
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